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ABSTRACT

&he Soviet Naval Indian Ocean Squadron began its active
deployments to the Indian Ocean in 1968. This led to a
wide-ranging debate as to its purpose, which could be
active or reactive in nature. To deal properly with the
Squadron, it is important for the planner to understand

the difference between the two.

This thesis examines the broad range of theorized
missions for the Squadron. These Western theories are
compared to determine the relative merits of each. A very
select number of Soviet writers' works are examined for any
correlation with the Western theories. This is set against
the background of a historical survey of U.S. and Soviet
naval relations in the region. The results of these
comparisons lead to the conclusion that the Squadron's
mission is both active and reactive, and that most of the

theories have some merit.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Since tte Scviet Naval Indian Oce2an Sguadron's (SNIOS,
or the Squadron) active deployments began in 1968, there has
teen an cngcing debate as tc its purpose. This thesis will
summarize the various positions in the debat2, and de+tcrmins
whether the availalls evidence supports or discredits on2
theory cr ancther.

There are two brcad categcries into which the Squadrorn's
missicns may fall: active and reactive. An active mission
is one which is preplacned, in pursuit of 1larger and
longer-range gcals., An example of an active missicr is the
Squadron?'s v;sitation of Indian Ocean ports in pursuit of
increased political influenca for the Soviet Drion in the
third world. Conversely, a reactive mission is one which is
trigger=ed ty an event or circumstance. The theory tha+= *he
Squadron was formed in 1968 in reaction ¢c the J.S. Navy's
Indian Ocean presence would indicate a reactive missicn.

It is recognized that naval forces inherently fulfill
both active and reac+ive missions. This is particularly
true wher cne realizes that one of +he most important
preplanned missions ¢f a naval force is to prepare for and
react to circumstances and events as necessary. The active

and reactive missions can be visualized as a corntinuum with

10
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an active mission a* cne and, and a rzactive missicr a+ <zhe
cther. At any given moment, the objective of a naval force
will fall scmewhere cn that ccntinuum.

Tc the degree that the Squadroa's mission is active, the
rlanner, knowing tke missions and having a+« this disposal
some historical refereants, can predict the operaticns of the
Squadrern with a reascnable degree of certainty and =celi-
ability, and can then incorporate this predic<ive carpabili=
into U.s. planning. To the degree “hat the Squadron's role
is reactive, however, the planner is in a amuch more *%ernucus
rredic+tive pesition. It is 4important to first Adetermine
wvhat the Sguadron 1is reacting to. If it is reac+ing %c a
U.S. military presence in the region, *her *“he planner car
anticipate the reaction, and take i+t into acccunt. 1<,
kowever, i+ is 1vreacting to an independent event in the
Indian Ocean littoral, vhich includes a large portion of ths
third world, a reascnablie predictive capability carn canly be
maintained if ths events themselves can be pradic*ed, cr the
reac+ion patterns to surprises can be discerned.

In orxder that the U.S. naval planner can adegquately
account for the SNIOS then, three gquestions have *c be
answered:

1. To what degree is the Squadron's mission active, or
reac*ive?
2. To +*he degree that it is active, what are i<ts

gissicns?

1M1

ISR LR IR AT AL A S St At At o) |

N N T s e RN : - .
. __‘\¢ R I . N
."s‘:";.x‘n-.} TN L et it et e 'y e e .-



G Al SR O L 1 SN /A A ot ot i fin ¥ i, *; (P TAS KT P 4 .

PV AP g

3. To the degree that it is reactive, what is it
reac*ting to, and what patterns, if any, can be
o discerned?

In order to answer these questions, <¢his thesis will
take four parts. Pirst, a historical survey will be made of
8 the U.S. and Soviet naval relations and force levels in the
ﬁ{ Indian Ocean. Second, U.S. 1literature on *he sukject of
Soviet naval operaticns in the Indian Ocean will be selec-
ﬂi. tively surveyed to determine the range of active missions
ol <+heorized or recognized by U.S. writers. The ideas put
forward ty the different authors will be situated irn such a
framework as tc¢ place competing arguments against each
é;: . cther, tc see if the arguments 5f one may be dismissed
("‘ through the logic of another. 1In this manner, the arguments
.;i of each auvthor will ke used as 2vidence to support or refﬁie

the others. Third, the U.S. 1literature will be surveyed to

) determine the range cf reactive missions theorized or recog-

o nized by the U.S. writers, again using the authors as under
active missicens.

Y. Pcurth, a sample of Soviet writings on the Indian Ccean

: will ke reviewed. The risk in reviewing Soviet literature

is understood. It is believed, however, that if the Soviets

‘% themselves say *they have a certain mission in the region,

then i« should be taken seriously, if not accs3pted verbatinm.

The literature is roviewed in order <to grasp the assence of

' @ Soviet writings cn the region, and to determine if their is

E?:f: 12

.......... I L PR

“"'.- '."..-' ".-'-.‘ SN AT L LN RS IR PN
L'n VRV N ‘A'_:“\-.\.S.\-Lﬁz.'; vy )‘;1~:';..‘;“ MR -\ ."l-‘ N 5'1::.’

A LR AR o A
W Y

I UL I X P S A I I j




AP R

ch-‘-‘vf.‘

-
* .
-

.. -
PP SIS

any correlation tetween U.S. theories on their presence in
the Indiar Ccean, and stated Soviet interests and obijectives
there.

The discovery of any correlations, or lack of thereof,
vill then produce a statement of determination o0f <+he
general mission structure of the Squadron. The statement of
general mission structure will be followed by reccmmenda-
tions for U.S. planners vith respect to “he best way to take

the Squadron into account.
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Lo II. BISTORY AND FORCE_LEVELS

NN

S

N

EQ The Soviets began their reqgular naval deployments in

? 1968. Soviet ship-days in the 1Indian Ocean f£roa 1968-1974
bﬁ were appreximtely:

- 1968 = 1,800
o~ 1965 = 2,800

NN 1971 = 3,400

Vs 1972 = 8,800

Ef 1974 = S,060

EE 1/3 o 172 of these units were warships. The increase
e
O in 1972 was due to the Indo-Pakistani War and the Chittagcng
g,, mine-cl2aring operations. (Ref. 1]. During OKEAN-75, the
.;f Soviet Arabiam Sea units operatad wizth IL-38s from Berbera,
;?' and T0-95s from central Asia. [Ref. 2].

»

N The following <s Watson's analysis of the standard
3£ Indian Ocean Squadron of 20-22 ships, from 1968-1980:

e 1 cruiser

o 2 destroyers

o
;Q{ 0-1 cruise missile submarine

" 1 attack submarine
O
Eﬁj 2 frigates
e
i5i 1 mincsweeper
S
N 2 apphitious ships
@

o 0-1 intelligence ccllector
22 14
E-fl'
e
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10 auxiliary ships

1 hydrographic research ship [Ref. 3].
In ship-days, the Squadrorn's presencevwas:
1. 1968 = 1,200

2. 1$74 = 10,500

3. 1975-1979 = 7,000-8,000

4, 1580 = 11,800. ! [(Ref. &].

Other estimates c¢f the average makeup of the Squadron
appear to ccmpare pretty closely wi<h Watscn's analysis.
¥itze and Sullivan estimate the rormal deployment %*c be 8-19
combatants and 10 regplenishment and stores ships. ([Ref. S].
Stone's analysis shcwed the Soviets usually having 20-2u4
ships in the ra2gion, with 1/3 *to 1/2 being combatants,
ircluding guided missile ships, ASW ships, and submarines,
[Ref. 6]. '

The U.S. Middle Past Porce began its presence in 1949,
The Seventh Pleet began derloyents <to the Indian Ocean in
1964 with the Concord CV task forca. ([Ref. 7]. Occasional
fexcursicrs' into <“te Indian ocean war=2 made in <+he early
and mid-1¢70s by Seventh Fleet uni“s consisting either of an
aircraf+ carrier and escorts or several «cruiser-destrover
type ships with a squadron commander embarked. These always

stayed a few months and then d2parted. Near-continucus U.S.

tThe increase in 1974 was due m@mainly to *he 1973
Arab-Isracli War, as well as indicating «he early buildup to
the present "normal" squadron force level. The increase in
1980 was due to the Iranian crisis.
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naval ship deplcyments to the Indian Ocean (other <hLan <he

evar-present Middle East Force) began in Novamber of 1978.
A group around 0SS Sterett (CG~31) entered in November of
that year. [Ref. 8]. Up to 27 U.S. Navy warships were on
patrcl and exercising in the area, under sea and air
surveillarnce, in 1978. (Ref. 9].

Then, with the fall of the Shah of Iran ia Jannary,
1979, the naval situation in “he Indian Ocean began tc heat
up drastically. In May 1979, *he Somali port of Berbera hai
its first visit by a 0.s. varship. Until *his ¢ime, +he
0.S. had declined tc take advantage of Somalia‘'s offers of
por+t access. The ccincidence cf this first U.S. visit, sc
soon after the fall of the Shah probably indicates a shif+
in 0.S. policy, searching for a new regional strategy. The
Soviet Kiev-class carrier Minsk was concurrently conducting
2xercises off the coast of the PDRY for +the benefit of local
officials. The Minsk even<ually moved on to the Pacific
Fleet. ([Ref. 10].

During the Iranian crisis, <¢tha Soviets had more +han 20
ships in *he Indian Ccean, over *hre2s times *he U.S. ¢rres-
ence. (Ref. 11]. From 1970-1979, the Soviet to U.S.
ship-days ratio has teen 3-4:1, not including submarines.
[Ref. 12]. In 1979, the option of forming a U.S. Fifth
Fleet in the Indian Ocean was being discussed. In late
February, 1979, Naticnal Security Advisor Brzezinski pushed

for an increased military presence in <the Indiar Ocean.

16
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Through the spring of 1979, +he U.S. focused on the presence
cf naval fcrces in the Indian Ocear rather than loock for
possible tases ashore. The Soviet Union wmaintained 18-20
ships in the Indian Ocean in addizion to the ships it sent
to the Scuth China Sea as a shov of support for Vietnam in
its berder war with the PRC in 1979. (Ref. 13]. What
bzcame kncwn as the Carter Doctrine was announced in the
State of the Union message to <the Congress on 23 January,
1980, aktout one m@month after Soviet forces invaded
Afghanistan. This speech stated that the U.S. cornsidered
the Persian Gulf region as an area of vital interest, and
that it would defend it with whatever means necessary,
including military fcrce.

On 8 March 1979, ©USS Constellation (CV-64) was ordered
to tbe Indian Ocean. By 6 April, the combined 1Indian
Ocean-#Middla East Porce strength amounted to 15 ships. Scae
were Intended to shcw support for North Yemen in +heir war
against +he PDRY. In Oc+ober 1979, the U.S. Middle Eas*
Force was expanded ky two destroyers, and ¢the number of
annual task force deployments was increased from thoee *c¢
four. 1In December 1979, there were 19 U.S. warships in the
Arabian Sea, including tve CVs. ([Ref. 14]. The emkassy in
Iran was seized on U4 November 1979. By <*he end of the
month, the ¢total U.S.N. ship strength in the <regicn had
grown *¢ 21, At least two carrier battle groups would be

maintained in the Indian Ocean for +he two years subseguent
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to the seizure of the embassy. The tozal U.S.N. ship count
reached 31 cn 16 March 1980 with the arrival of a Seventh
Fleet MATU. This was the first of four such task grcugs %o
deplcy to the 1Indian Ocean, resulting din a Navy-Marine
amphitious team on station almost coantinuously until March,
1981. By the end of April 1980, <+he U.S.N. had 37 ships
deployed in <*he area, 22 of which were combatants. It
stayed at abcut this level un+til March, 1981. Two CVBGs
vere maintained un+il 21 October 1981, when force strength
dropped to one tat*tle group, a level which is still nain-
+*ained. Amrhibious ready gr-oup deployments are regqular, but
short-lived. Indian Ocean deployments are losing +*heir
urgency wi*h the decrease in the crisis level thersz, and the
increase in czisis levels elsawhere in the world.
{Ref. 15].

The Scviet sgquadron averaged about 20 ships uantil the
crisis of 1979-80 vhen the average was about 30. [Ref. 16].
The Scviet force level was raised from 22 +0 32 =ships 26
March 1978. (Ref. 17]. In August, 1979, a submarine
tender, alcng with an Echo-II class submarine entered Aden.
(Ref. 18]. In 1980, a massiva incre2ase in Soviet submarine
opera+tions was <cbserved in the Indian Ocean, probably in
reaction to the turbulent events in the Middle Eas+, and the
increased Aserican presence. Prior +o 1980, Soviet subma-
rine patrols had been limited *o one diesel boat plus a four

and cne-balf month annual excursion by an older nuclear
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submarine from their Facific Pleet. The year 1980, however,
trought a nearly continuous Pacific Pleet nuclear submarine
presence, an increase in diesel patrols, and <wo
'Yictcr'~-class submarines from their Northern Fleet asssts
ia ¢he area. [Ref. 19].

By mid-1982, Scviet skip count averaged about 25 and
by year's end had fallen tc approximately 20, wvwith not
more than twvo majcr surface combatants in the area for
any sustained period. Within the first tvo months of
1983, the Soviats were maintaining only about 15 ships
in the Indian Ocean, including a 'Kashin'-class guided
missile destroyer and an 'Echo II' submarine. Mcst cf
the remaining ships are of the small auxiliary variety.
[Ref. 20).

Although the Suez Canal is now oper, making the area
‘2ast cf Suez' more accessible to the Soviet Black Sea
Fleet, the majority of Soviet ships which deploy <tc <he
Indian Ocean make the long trip from <the Pacific Ocean
Fleet. [Ref. 21). Through 1978, most Soviet naval shipping
through the Suez canal was noncombattant. Due to bad rela-
tions with Egypt, the Soviets may not be able to count cn it
in a crisis. [Ref. 22].

The Soviet Navy also operates four permanent anchorages
in the 1Indian Ocean: n=2ar Socotra Island off <the African
Horn; near the Comoro Islands between Tanzania and <the
Malagasey Republic; along the Cargados Carajos Shoals near
Mauritius; and in <¢he Chagos Archipelago near the U.S.
facility on Diego Garcia. The Soviets also wmaintain

‘bunkering rights' for naval auxiliaries (not coambatants)

with Mauritius and Singapore. (Ref. 23]. For 1limited
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purposes, they can use Aden ir the PDRY, Uma Qasr Iraq, Pcrt
Louis Mauritius, and Beira and Maputo Mozambique. They also
cccasionally use an anchorage off the Malidives. ([Ref. 24].
Soviet suprly points include Vietnaa, Laos, Singagore,
India, Iraq, the PDRY, Ethicpia, Mozambique, and Mauritius,
giving them a lcgistics string from Vietnam to the South
African Cape. (Ref. 25].

There was some indicaticn that the Russians may have
intended originally to deploy a larger force to the
Irdian Ccean. The now defunct Soviet naval forces at
Berbera in Somali appear *o have been dJesigned tc
suprport a much larger naval force than +he Russians
normally deploy there. [ Ref. 26].

With their expulsion frcm Berbera, they lcst a lot
of important items which have not besn immediately replace-
azble. They had an airbase at Mogadishu, wvhich was 1,000
piles south of Aden. So, in losing access to Somalia, they
lost an ex*ended finger of power to the souzth in 1977.
[Ref. 27].

Scvie* fcrces are now building naval facilities on the
Dahlak archipelago, 50 miles off the coast of Ethiofpia's
majcr port of Massawa and 250 miles north of the Bab al
Mandeb Straits. Ttere has been considerable Scviet naval
and censtruction activity there. A berthing area has been
built with a large pier, and a floating dry dock is mcored
in the channel. This dry dock had originally been moved to

Aden after the Scviet expulsion from Berbera. The Scviets

are building additicnal facilities on Perim Island in the
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Bab al Mandet straits. [ Bef. 28]. The Soviets preserntly

keep 4 II-38 May aircraft in the PDRY, and 2 in Ethicpia.
(Ref. 29].

Ccnditicns within the 1Indian Ocean basin makes many
naval operations more difficult than undar normal cornditicas
€lsewlere. Naval cperations are hindered by extremely high
salirity and high water temperatur2s in the northern reaches
cf the Indiar Seas, while unusually low saliinity is found on
the eastern boundary. There are anomalcusly deep and
shallcw chapnels, and 2bncrmally high sound velocities.
Underwater sound prcpogation is subjected <to complex and
irregular perturbaticns. In coastal areas, extremely hiqh
temperatures and severe dust storams are common. [Ref. 30].

The importance of reccgnizing the Indian Ocean’s
peculiaz qualities and their influence or undersea compuni-
cations, detection, and ranging cannot be overemphasized.
This could cenfound Soviet ASW efforts, but they rrobably
have the best survey data of any nation due to the great
number of ship-days Scviet hydrographic research ships have

made since 198,
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IIY. U.S5. THEORIES: ACTIVE MISSIONS

This chapter will incorporate a selected sample of U.S.
writers! theocries of the active missions of +*he Squadron.
The intenticn of the selectiorn is to present the brcad range
cf theories rather than ¢to corcentrate on cne or two of the

most fpopular.

A. DISRUETION OF WESTERE SLOCS

The Squadron has a mission to disrupt/interdict Western
sea lines cf communication (SLOCs), specifically the oil
routes leading from the Persian Gulf to the U.S., Western
Europe, and Japan. ([Ref. 31]. .The scenario projected here
is that the Soviets could disrupt shippirg using raider
tactics similar +to those tried by the Germans in WWII, or
could aine or blcckade the straits of Hormuz, Bab el Mandeb,
or Malacca using surface ships, submarines, or aircraft. I
implies a Soviet desire to impose economic sanctions on the
West. Scviet leaders clearly stated during the Khrushchev
era that one of the Soviet Navy's primary missions in arny
future war would be to stop +the flow of vital merchant
cargcs tc Western nations on the continert and to Englarnd,
including irreplaceatle material from the Unit2d S+ates and

cil frcm the Middle East. [Ref. 39]. This would intimidate
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raticns like Japan, who are wholly dapendernt on oil pasziag
through ¢he Irdianm Ocear.

The gcsitions of Soviet bases in the 1Indian Ocean seem
+to indicate a desire to stand astride the SLOCs leading f:com
the Red Sea and the Fersian Gulf. The proclamation of the
state of the People's Democratic Republic of Yemen (PDRY) in
November 1967 anrd of Socialist BEthiopia in 1977 gave the
Soviets a position in the northwes* quadrant of the Indian
Ocean, centered on Sccotra Island, and in the Red Sea. This
position dis ideally situated to interdict supertanker
traffic from tha Persian Gulf. With the increasing imper-
tance cf the crude o0il shipping lanas, 2and the reductior of
importance of the Suez Canal due to <he intrcducticn of
supertankers, the poclitical climate in the Indian Ocean tcok
on an extlcsive atmosphere [Ref. 40].

With respect to numbers of submarines, <the Soviets are
in a strcnger positicn than wera th? G2rmans at *“he s*ar+ of
WWIXI. Tke Soviets are in an improving position with respec*
to access to facilities, and the corcurrsnt 2roding cf 0U.S.
access. If the Scviets can cut the sea routes around the
Cape and starve NATC of oil, <*he only response wouid be
nuclear war or surrender, beczuse NATO today is too weak and
too unprepared +o offer effective conventional resistance.
(Ref. 41]. The expansion of th2 Soviet fleet 1is particu-
larly apparent in the Indian Ocean. The Squ2dron cenducted

simulated antishipping maneuvers there during OKEAN 75
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exercises. The security'of the West as a whole is thus
endangered so long as the Western world depends so heavily
on Middle Bastern oil.

The regative response to this scenario (Ref. 42]. is
quite ceonvincing. A Soviet blockade is neither conceivable j
outside the context c¢f a general East-West war, or a cost-
effective way of threatening the West's o0il lirne. There is
a current excess carpacity in the world *anker fleet. A
blockade wculd bring eoven enemies <together against the
Soviets, in a cocalition of states wi+th an intarest in the
ccntinued flow cof «<¢il (bctk buyers and sellers). The
Soviets woculd fight alone. Since a blockade could easily
escalate tc general war, the presence of a substanrtial
proporticn cf +the Scviet Navy in <+he Indian Ocean rather
than in the approaches to <+he Soviet Union would constitute
incenceivable strategic folly. The Cape route is sometimes
listed as a bot*leneck, due to the African landmass and
veather, [Ref. 47]. tut in fact, i+t is not so, except that
serchant shipping cuts cornezs in order to save *inme. The
Soviets alsc depend cn Indian Ocean SLOCs to resupply their
Far Fasztern forces and their Vietnamese allies, and would
therefore be hesitant to invite Western retaliation against

than.

There are a number of problems confrontiag +he Scviet

.“l..ﬁ.l.‘

f Admiral ccntemplating an interdiction campaign or tlockade
o
. ¢f Westerr S1OCs in +*he Indian Ocean. South of the Straie,
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the SLOCs spread out, including the turn around the Cagpe of
Good Hope. Because the best weapon for carrying ou: an
anti-SLOC campaign is the submarine, it is apparent that the
Soviet Navy would have to be augmented by numerous, cheap
submarines to carry cut the caampaign. The campaign would
tak2 more than the average 20-22 ships normally deployed to
+he Indian Ocean, and would require a major base; wmore than
the anchcrages and access agreements they presen+tly enjoy.
Lue +c their 1lack of sufficient basing arrangements, *tey
must limi%® their operations to areas in <close proximity %o
the Scviet landmass in order to have access to adegquate air
cover., Wi*hout *his air cover, their ships would be vulner-
able, and a carrier Lattls group could destroy the bases and
forces, #hereby Frotecting the SLOCs.

As West German Admiral Edward degener points out, <+hey
would alse need nmcre than just support facilities.
[(Ref. 48]. According to Wegener, present Soviet facilities,
etc in the 1Indian Ocean constitu*2 maritime posi<icns vice
strategic positicnms. Soviet Indian Ocean positions are cut
off frcm the Soviet land mass by the Dardanelles, +the Siz*h
Fleet, and the Suez cCaral. In case of a war, the Squadron
would dry ur, though extended facilities could proleng +heir
capabilities somewhat. Because of this, the Squadron mus+
limit its anti-sLoC campaign to a once-and-for-all

enccunter.

25

..........
- Ya

A A _mEman e o-

¢ newmm . . - - o

A e aEma s oa e e

P



PSS RS NI At e A A it i s |

The global picture must also be considered. Originally,
“he Scviet Navy develcped in response t5 the nuclsar threa+
from Aperican carriers and SLBMs. Thus, its primary mission

\fj is *he strategic prctection of the Soviet heartland. To

deploy tlteir submarine fleet off the Cape, <*hey would have
to accept a fundaamental weakeninpg in their capacity to carr
cut this primary strategic responsiblity. Aand, since inter-
dicticn cculd lead to a general war with the West, including
possikly a rnuclear war, they must be ready *o effect their
strategic defense of +the primary theatre of the central
front.

If the Scviets wanted to interdict the o0il SLOCs +c¢ +he
West frcm the Persian Gulf, there are more efficient m2ars
for them tc do so than to mount a navali blockade from ports
in the Horn of Africa and/cr southern Africa. They could
sabotage ¢r bomb directly:

1. The small numker of oil fields,
2. The evan smaller number of power sources for <he

punps and separators,

3. Tike even smaller number yet of collection points for

)
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i‘: tankers,

é_' 4. oOr, the one Strait of Hormuz. ([Ref. 49].

; The mcst impertant thing to understand is that the sea lanes
E’ themselves are just one part cof the <transshipment 1line

boetween “he Middle Eastern wells and the Western consumers.

There are eight majcr locations whare +he
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transshipmert could te interrupted, and the sea lanes are
the least vulnerable cf thers all, at present. [Ref. 501].

Fossitly the best spot for intsrdiction is the Strait of
Hormuz. This is an especially attractive option following
the invasion of Afghanistan, which ©puts Soviet ‘tactical
airpover within unrefueled range of the Gulf of Oman and the
Bormuz strai%, This power, in conjunction with Scviet naval
forces in the Indian Ccean, may "“conf2r upon the Kremlin the
power to sever the West's economic jugular in the Gulf."
[Ref. 51].

Leccking at the prcblem in a broader context, interdic-
+ion in the Mediterranean and the North Atlantic cffers
"numerous advantages cver an Indian Ocean exercise..."
[Ref." 52]. These lccations offer shorter lines of surply,
vastly suﬁezior air ccver, and easier access <o major repair
facilities. The most impcrtant advantage of the
Mediterranean or North Atlaatic over the Indian Ocean for
interdicting Western SLOCs, though, is <hat it is easier to
affect a rapid mission shift there from interdicticn to
strategic defense. By placing <their fleet in the Necrth
Atlantic, they can Jefend Burope, they are closer tc¢ cpera-
tional and 1logistic support, they can operate frem more
interior lines, ard they car still +threaten to cut off the

cil t¢c the West.
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According to Ltcol Thomas Johnson and Lcdr Rayacnd
Barre<¢t, the Strait c¢f Rormuz is unlikely to be mined effec-
tively. [Ref. 53]. A leaking crude oil tanker <is lsss
likely to take on water than it 3is to leak the oil. It is
messy, bu* the ship actually floats better. Depending on
the lccation of the explosicn with respect to the skip, you
get varying degreses cf damage effects, and many tankers have
ballasting and inerting systeas to minimize explosive
damage. The psychclogical damage 1is quite often the
greatest gain of a mining effort. Modern mines use hydres-
tatic pressure, acoustic sernsors, and gmagnetic signature
senscrs *c activate them; and use intermit*tent activa*tion
devices and ship counters tc counter sweeping efforts. "It
is reaching the point at which 2ach mine m@must be individu-
ally located and disarmed or blown up." [Ref. 54]. Given
all the variables, the best estimate of a safe range frem an
ordinary mine would ke a ainimum of about ten times the
draft of the shir. Cver ten times the draft of the ship is
the safe =zone; four to ten times the ship's draft is the
damage zcne; and zerc tc three times ths ship's draft is <he
danger zone, s+ill subject to the explcsion's loca%ion with
respect tc the ship. The Strait of Hormuz is generally
about 300 feet deep along the Musandanm Peninsula.
Therefore, hulls drawing from 10 to 75 feet are within the
damage range of <+he bottonm. Moored mines are nmore

dangerous, because they defeat <this dep«h calculatien,
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though they are easisr to locate and to sweep. 1In addi¢ien,
the depth is such that the sinking of one ship in the Straic
cf Hormuz chld not Lklecck, or seriously impede, shipping.
In fact, it would +take a rather 1large number of strate-
gically placed =<sinkirgs to choke the channel. I+ 1is too
deep to effectively Ltcttom mine against any but the deepes<
draft ships. Compared with other options for mine warfare
inside the Persian Gulf, Hormuz is a relatively poor place
to emfploy naval mines. There still isn't any cure, for the
psychclogical threat of mines, <though education helps a
little. A final note on the straits is tha*t they are also
too wide to be effectively controlled by coastal artillery.
[Ref. 55].

Admiral Wegener «calls for caution with respect tc the
SLOCs, however.. If the Soviets could break <+hrcugh the
barriers between the Scviet landmass and their Indian Ocean
positions, they would become stratsgic positions, which
would be very dangercus, particularcly ian terms of a long war
scenario. This development of s*rategic positions wculd,
"lead +c a brcad (Soviet) position from +the Eastern
Mediterranean to India on which to build sea power and
limited mastery, depending on available reseourcas."
[Ref. 56]. To this end, Wegener believes that the Eastern
Mediterranean will be th2 sea area of decisive importance in

the Bast-West confrortation.
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The Gulf case demonstrates the close interplay between

the maritime posture and the balance of power or the land-
mass. A shift. of the balance of land forces will have an
important and perhaps decisive impact on the balance of
maritime forces. The West's position of maritime superi-
crity cculd rapidly shift to one of maritime inferiority if
control of +he landmass were to change, eg a Soviet military
fresence in Iran cr a loss of Turkey to the West,

(Ref. 57].

B. PROTECTION OF SOVIET SLOCS

The Soviets alsc have interests in wmaintaining the
freedcm c¢f shipping in the Indian Ocean. This is one of the
reasons that they have supported the idea of the 1Irdian
Ocean as a zcne of peace, an idea initially proposed by the
non-aligned nations. Due tc¢ the great distances be<“ween
Burogean Russia and the FPar East, it is beneficial to the
Soviets to maintain facilitiss and support ships along the
route to support normal merchant shipping. [Ref. 58].

The Indian Ocean provides =zrzady access to Scutheast
Asian parkets and raw ma*esrials. The Soviet Union, like the
West, is faced with an increasing need for access to Middle
Fastern cil market and suppliers, as <they are unable to
fully expleit their own. [Ref. 59]. And, 45-50% of Soviet

gilitary and economic aid goes %o Indian Ocean littoral
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states. [Ref. 60]. Pinally, 43in a subject tc be extlczed
more fully under the section on th2 People's Republic of
china (PEC), cne 0of the factors making +he 1Irdian Ocean

increasingly a flash peint in great power maneuvering is the

th

importance ¢cf Sovie* SLOCsS to the PFar East in case of a
Sino~-Scviet war. ([ Ref. 61 ]. With <+<he severence of these
SLOCs, the Soviets wculd be faced with a dependance on *he
undependable Trans-Siberian railway and ¢thz ice-littered
northern rcute to support its Far Eastenm forces and

interests.

C. NAVAL DIPLONACY

The rripary cbjective of both superpowers in the Indian
Ccean is to provide a political-military alterna<tive to the
cther. Tc this end, the Soviets engage in naval diplomacy.

[(Ref. 62].

The four major thrusts of Soviet policy in the
broader Gulf area, in support of which the SNIOS (as well as
the mili+ary as a whcle, and diplomacy) acts, are:

1. Discredit the role of +he U.S. through propoganda and
dirlcmacy,
2. Expard Soviet influence through the er=cticn c¢f a

chain of pro-Soviet strongholds,
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3. Svugpert of revclutionary and subversive movemsn%s ir

the area,
4. Exploit the Iélanic ‘revolution in Iran. (Ref. 81).

Some seec shrewd oppcrtunism as the motive force
behind Scviet foreign policy. (Ref. 82]. Others Lelieve
that Mosccw's initia+ives are more ad hcc in nature, rather
+han suppor+ing *he grand plan theory of Sovie+ glotal
domination. [Ref. 83].

Geoffrey Jukes puts th2 Soviets' intanticns in this
vay. SNIOS operaticns, in suppozt of Soviet policy, are
aimed at reducing Western influence along the entire Irndian
Ocean lit*cral. A dcwminant influence in the area woculd help
in cenverting regiornal political systems into sccialist
The main Scvie

systeps. t interest in the Indian Ocean lies

not uron its sea lares, but on its shores. These ianterasts
are tc¢ tclster non-aligred states, voo aligned states to
non-aligrwent, and toc encourage newly independen* states ir
non-alignnmernt. [Ref. 84]. So, a possible dirlomatic
missicn of the Squadron is <+to cffsat any perceptions of
unilateral Western influence in %the arza.

Tte Soviets cite the presence ¢f U.S. naval forces
and <their movemsn%ts as evidence of U.S. aggressive and
"hegemonic" designs in the area. Thei: ccunters *o *+ha U.S.
naval presence have teen condemnations of Amaricar moves for
":mperialistic contrcl" of these strategic seas, and calls

for the establishmert of "zcnes of peace™ in the Indian
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Ocean and thke Red Sea. They are concentrating on the PDRY
in order toc cbtain naval base privilegass a* Aden, access *¢
facilities at Sccotra, and to upsat Oman, a friend cf the
U.S. and the owner cf thé Musardaa peninsula. Their rasic
aim ie +c disrupt neutral or prc-vwestern gdgovernments with
revolutionary movements in order to srode the Western pover
base they perceive in the region.

Cne conmmonly held theory to explain the Soviets?
desire ¢¢ gain contrcl over some part of the Indian Ocean
littcral coastline is the desire, expressed by Peter the
éfeat, fer "warm water ports." At that zime, hawever,
Russia®'s cnly coastline was on the Baltic, which was domi-
nated by Sweden and Poland, and on some northern perts,
which were icebound fcr a2bout six months of the year. And,
ambition was never unlimited. At its highest, it aspired to
a stake in the Mediterranean, and, more realistically, *o
contrcl cf the entry to the Black Sea. [Ref. 85].

Ancther oft-cited story to explain the Soviets?
southward iImperialist expansion 1is the Molotov-~-Ritbentrcp
talks of 1940. The real story behind this is that, to draw
Soviet attention away from “*heir iampending East European
invasicn, Gezman Pcreign Minister Ribbentrop proposed a

four=way entente *hat would eventually divide up the British

Empire. The rropcsed partition would have given each !
country the British <“erritories directly <o their scuth.

The Scviets would receive the area in between Africa and the
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Pacific "in ¢he genefal direction of the Iadian Ocean." The
Soviets agreed cn discussions, but no agreement was ever
pade. Ins+tead, Stalin pushed for clarification on Finland
and the Ealkans, brushing aside +the Indian Ocean sphers as
r2latively unimportant. [Ref. 86].

Eroviding military support for allies and friends
has alvays been an isportant Sovist motivation in coun+ries
such as Somalia. Among <=he Soviet notivations for
suppcerting Ethiopia in 4i+s war against Somalia in 1977 npay
have been its interest in acquiriang +*he right tc lkase its
fleet at <+wo Ethiopian ports on <the Red Sea, Assab and
Massawa2, as replacements for the 2xcellent facility i+ icst
at Berbera, although support for Ezhiopia is wha+* cost them
access to Perbera in the first place.

In recent years, the Soviet Union has acguired naval
facili*ies a+ Aden and is +hought +tc have stockpiled
arme trare. A twventy-year friendship treaty has beern
signed, arnd several thousand Soviet, Cuban, and East
German amilitary advisors are present. In 1977-78, over
$1 tillion in arms, 17,000 Cuban trzoops, and 1,200
Soviet advisors were sea and airlifted to Ethiopia.
[Ref. 87].

Dismukes and McConnell view +the Squadron's place in
Soviet pclicy in this way.

Moscow views the struggle as political in essence, tu+
taking numerous forms--ideoclogical, =2conomic, and diplo-
matic, with the diplomatic definitely comprehending +the
military-diplomatic. In the Soviet view, “he U.S. Navy
is ¢heir min obstacle in the Third Worlgd, tke main
instrument of *he U.S. Navy 1is the carrcier task gzoup,
and the main Scviet instrument to counter i%f is an an+ti-
carrier task groug, the crucial wunit of which is a
cruise-rissile submarine, supplementad by torpedo-attack
submarinres. 1In the Indian Ocean, the impact has clearly
been mcre politico-military and local than s<rategic, if
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only Lecause (as the Soviets acknowledge themselves)
this bcdy of water is not, and has not been, a Polaris
patrol area. ([Ref. 88].

2. QNaval Diplomacy

Even though Atlantic and 1Indian Ocean defployments
(as measured in ship-days) have been <coasistently smaller
than those to +he Mediterranean, the 2ffort devcted +o
diplcmatic visits in these two regions has, Jjust as consis-
tently, been proportiona*ely higker. The rela*ive irtensity
of the 1Irdian Ocean effort is particularly strikirg, and
would appear to confirm the prominence of political concerns
in the Squadron®s mission structure.

Cespite <the heavy emphasis on naval diplomacy by
toth superpcwers, thcugh, "the super-power naval presence in
the Indian Ccean has had no significant impact on events in
the Gulf." ({[Ref. 89].

Nonetheless, these individually capable ships provide an
impcrtant element ¢f Soviet presence in that area, and
could be used to limit the freedom of action of Western
forces during pericds of crisis 1less than a mador
conventioral war be+tween *he superpowers. ([Ref. 90].

Naval diplomacy in the Indian Ocean 1is attractive,
because it is a contest for influence where <he rewards are
telatively great and +he risks are relatively small. Making
well-timed appearances in Third Worid perts, or deplcyirg in
well-publicized cpposition to the U.S. Navy, +the Soviets can

claim to ke protecting developing states from the fcrces of

imperialism,. In *he Indian Ocsan, the Soviet presence has
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raised tte stakes in the game of naval diplomacy. Ir +he

1971 Indo-Pakistani War, the §oviet task forces prolably
couldn't have stopped the U.S. carrier *“ask force from
making a military intervention, had that been their aim, FLut
i+ could have made it very costly, both mili*arily and
politically. The Soviets have taken a lssson from the
Britieh, who =showed that <the best way to control <the
lit+cral states was to control the sea lanes of the Indiar
Ocean. Due tc Soviet successes at naval diplomacy (or
Western failuras), +he U.S. may be seen as the "crippled
giant®, 1likely to 1let local friends "go down the interna-
tional drain." ([Ref. 91].

Kevin Jordan puts forth an irteresting thesis to
explain why the relatively small SNIOS has been so influen-
tial. The basis of naval diplomacy is credibility; the
foundation of creditility is +that vital interests are at
stake. coviet vital interests are regional in scope and
limited irp npature, covering primarily defensive alliances
with tuffer states ccntiguous to “he borders of the Scviet
Onion. For ef<€ective naval diplomacy, the soviets must
develcp sigrificant ecoromic and diplomatic associaticns in
regicns beyond the areas contiguous to its borders. <This
follows the 3idea that narrow military povers as the main
instrument of foreign policy will surely fail in the loag
run>. The Soviet interests in the Persian Gulf, as in the

Maditerranean, are peripheral. Even so, in the Indian Ocean
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is the Soviet fleet which has the political advantage.

Compara“ive SNIOS weakness in relation to <*he the 0.S.°*
Indian Ocean presence is of fset by the proximity of soma 50
divisions near the Iranian-Afghan border. U.S. =naval power
couldn't presently prevent direct Soviet ground force inter-
venticn. The Soviet capability to blitz th2 Persian Gulf
vithout defeat offsets the absence of a vital interest. The
secondary purpose of the SNIOS is to extend the political
power of the Soviet land forces massed in the vicinity of
the Iranian-afghan bcrder. Naval power flexibili+ty dimin-
ishes its pclitical ©potency with respect to ground fcrces,
because *tey are indicative of a lesser deqree of decision;

because tliey can be recalled much easier. [Ref. 92].

According to Farer,

The Sovie* naval ©presence in the Indian Ocean conceiv-
ably wmay enhance <*he prospect for *he overthrcw of
existing governments on the Arab side of <the Gulf;
Sovie+ ships might serve as a shield for radical insur-
gents or some newly instalied radical regime *hreazened
with a seaborne intervention, mouated or orgarized by
the West in conjunction with regional allies.

This constitutes a modest Soviet tripwire, as irn the

1971 Indc-Pakistani War. Some of the SNIOS' probable major

goals are:

1. Gaining political capital ¢hrough showing the flag,
2. Maintaining a political tripwire,
3. Signalling the will and capacity to match any escala-

<icn in Western activity. [Ref. 93].
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Ccercive diplomacy involves a show of fcrce +to¢
encourage and show support for friendly governments, o sway
pon-aligned governments, and to threaten unfriendly govern-
ments. Scviet ports in the region enhance, to a degree, the
image and reality of the Soviet Union as a gqreat or global
pover by symbolizing the Soviet presence, and by facili-
tating the protection of Soviet clients. Naval strength in
the Indian Ocean helps in this process, but it is not a
major part. ®“In tke hisrarchy of Soviet ranking termi-
nology, the Navy 1is consistently characterized as only arn
‘impcrtant' instrument of policy; it is not a 'mecst impor-
tant', opuch 1less a 'main' instrument." [Ref. 94]. Some
courses cf pessible Scviet naval action, within the limits
cf their capabilities, are to exarcise gunboa* diplomacy
against +he West and the PRC, *to =encourage and support
internal subversion, and tc actively suppcst a client state
in a war with anocther Third Wocld state <Etkiopiad.
fRef. 96].

3. Specific Coun*ry Rela+ions

The follcwing are presen or pas+« formal Treaties of

Priendship btetween the USSR and scme2 Indian Ocean sta“es: ‘

1. Egypt: annulled by Egypt 15 March 1976,
2. Scoalia: 30 October 1974 - 1977,

3. PRC: 1950 - Ap-il 1979,

4. India: 1971,

5. 1Iraq: 172,
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sz; 6. Mczambique: 1977,
i 7. EBEthiopia: 1978,
o 8. Afghanistan: 1¢78,
9. Vietram: 1978,
10. PCRY: 1979.

India, Irag, *he PDRY, and other Indian Ccean s+*ates
have so far apparently rebuffed Soviet efforts for permanent
base rights. Yet, Scviet~Cuban military succsss in Ethiofpia
Foth warns Persian Gulf states and intimidates then. Threre
have Lesn scme reports of military assistance tc Iran, and a
cutoff of military aid to Irag by the Soviezs. (Ref. 97].
Following their expulsion from Somalia in 1977, the
Séuadron's ships were staged in Aden. On 19 November, 1970,
the Indian Minister cf External Affairs stated total opposi-
tion “o the-estahlishment of naval bases in the Indian Ocean

by ei*her ¢he U.S., the U.K., or +<he U.S.S.R.

In the 1950s and early 1960s, +the Soviet Navy was
doctrinally committed to defense of =he Russian coastline,
cr in direct support of grourd forces operating on the
Burasian land mass. The Soviet Navy began naval diplcmacy
in +he Eastern ¥editerranean in support of Arab friengds.
Operations in the Mediterranean ware soon extended to the

Indian Ocean and the Atlantic littoral of Africa.
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In +he early 1960s, Scviet crews flew Egyp*tian TU-16€

bombers against Royalist forces in North Yemen, but the real
start cf Soviet naval operations in the 1Indiar Ocean tegan
ir 1968. The opening diplcmatic gambit in 1968 was a good-
will visit to 1India by the Ccmmander of <the Sovie* Pacific
Fleet. Two of the three ships under his command alsc
visited Scmalia, Pakistan, and the Persian Gulf.

The new Squadron made a port visit to Scmalia in
December, 1969 to show its support for the new <regime of
Siad Barre. In April of 1970, it again made a por* visit to
Somalia amid rumors of a possible coup attempt against
Presiden+ Barre hy the Ethiopians. There is lit+le evidence
that eitter visi+ actually helped prop up the Barre ragiame,
tut it was indicative of tha Soviets' willingness ¢» use a
show of force to support its frieads in *he Thi=-d Wcrld.
Late in 1970, the Russians landed a survey +team on the
island of Sccotra, where they were reportedly buildirng a

ORI naval ccamunications station and cther facilities.

A

SEa (Ref. 98]. A U.S5. Congressional delegation could not
E!;; confirm this, however, when *hey visited +he Island in %hat
i year.

Cn 15 January, 1971, during a Commonwealth Heads of

Government conference in Singapors, +wo Soviet warships

passed by in €full sight, 1la2nding support <to British Erime
Minister Heath's argument of a Red menace. Two Soviet auxi-

liaries repeated +he vpassage the 12xt day, lcitering
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offshcre for a ccuple of hours. Som2 possible reassans for

+hese occurrances are:

1. Oversight or accident on the par:t of the Sovie=s,
thcugh that dcesn't explain the loi+ering offshore by
tke auxiliaries,

2. To cause a disruption in *he proceediags, rprovcking
Aeath, but not *he african leaders,

3. It was Heath who planned it to give <mphasis to his
speech, though this still doesn't explain *he ac*ions
of the auxiliaries,

4. A ccmbination cf the first three.

After the 1971 Indo-Pakistani War broke out, the
naval contingents in the 1Indian Ocean buil%t up to reccrd
levels. The U.S. had 14 conbatants and auxiliaries, <the
Soviets had 26, and the British had 21, +though the British
were in the Indian Ocean, not in response to *he crisis, Etut
to assist in their withdrawal €rom *+he Persian Gult. The
normal Scviet relief €force eontered <+the Indian Ocean in
December and the decision was made to wmaintain both fcrces
on s+aticn, effectively carrying out a reinforcemen<.

The following is a chronology of “he important naval
even*s cof the warc:

1. 12/3: West Pakistan conducts an air strike against
India, and India invades in the Easz,

2. 12/5: The Soviet relief force (DDG/MSF) ernters the

Irdian Ocean,
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3. 12/6-7:First Soviet task force leaves Vladivostiok
(Kynda, Julett, and Foxtrot),
4. 12/9: Pirs+ Soviet TP, with a Kynda CG and an SSM
sutmarine, sighted in Tsushima Strait,
5. 12/10: 0.S. TF 74 forms with Enterprise and Tripoli,
and moves to a holding area east of Singapore,
6. 12/12: Dacca is evacua*ted of all foraign personrel,
and the British TP, standing by, withdraws,
7. 12713: Second Soviet TP leaves for *he Indian Ocean
(Kresta-IY, 2cho-1II, and 2 Foxtrcot),
8. 12/14: TF 74 enters Malacca,
The Soviets end surveillance of Bri<tish TP,
whick exits the Indian Ocean,
9. 12/15: TF 74 enters the Bay of Bengal,
10. 12/16: West Pakistan surrenders in Dacca,
TP 74 diverts <o southwest of Sri Lanka,
11. 12/17: Armistice signed,
12. 12/718: TP 74 picks ufp its first tattletail,
Second Soviet TP transi+s Malacca.
Bach Soviet task force wvas coafigured £for an+ticar-
rier warfars, consisting of 12 SSM launchers and 6 SAM rails
per task force. t is fairly clear “hat *+he fizst Scvie*

task force was meant t0 counter *he British carrzier, and

that the second was a counter to the Enterprise “ask fczce.
It wculd seem that bcth raval forces acccmplished whka* +~hey \

saet out ¢to do. The U.S. forces set <he political stage
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which deterred the Indiarns from invading into West Pakistan,
and the Soviet forces raised the stakes enough that +he U.S.
forces +were deterred from intervening on behalf of ¢the
Pakistanis. It is urimportant whether the U.S. Zintendsd <o
intervene or not (it is doubtful, considering the location
of +*he bulk of the 1Indian forces in +he norzh, around
Kashmir) . ¥hat is important is <+hat the Soviets reacted
for+thrigh+ly, and <could claim to <+the wcrld tha“« they had
faced dcwn +the "imperialists."

Folloving the 1971 War, the Soviets offered to clear
*+he Bengali ;arbors cf Chittagong and Chalna of mines and
wreckage. For the Chittagong minecl2aring operations, the
Scviets picmised a six week coopletion time, but it took one
and one-half years. They then —ra2neged cn their prcmise to
clear Chalra. The Soviet coammander, Admiral Zuyenko,
dragged his heels, partly to use the Soviet Navy to build
Soviet influence in Bangladesh. They wvwere embarassed,
however, wvhen a U.N. team cleared Chalna in under five
months, In this operation, the Soviet Union conijucted its
first ever case of gunboa* diplomacy other <han the tradi-
tional digloma+ic port visit. They completed +the
minesweeping phase in Chittagong, but only after the Indian
Navy had already ccmpleted a substantial portionmn. The
overall ocperation was more like an ex%ended port call of cne

and cne-half years.
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Then, in March of 1973, the Soviets supported +he
Iraqis when they invaded portions of Kuwait, with a naval
port visit, accompanied by Admiral Gorshkov. In the summer
cf 1973, +the SNIOS effected the transfsr and support cf up
to 200 Yemeni troops from Aﬁen to the eastern provinces,
possikly *o take part in the Dhofari —rebellion against the
Sultaa of Oman.

Curing *he OCOctober 1973 Arab-Israeli War, Indian
Ocean ccntingents were again reinforced. Th2 U.S. sent the
Hancock carrier task force to protect the shipping lanes,
while the Sovie*s sent what amounted tc 3 token force,
including a Sverdlov cruiser, and an Echo-II and 2 Fcxtro=
submarines. Part of the reason <for the Soviet buildup may
have keen in support of President Breshnev's visit to India
at the same time. What was impressive about the Soviets!
handling cf this crisis was tha+, at the sane time as they
were responding to *he U.S. nmoves in the Inéian Ocean, they
were simultaneously ccvering three U.S. carrier task forces
and one amphibious task force in the Mediterranean with 4
separate an*icarrier task forces. In additiorn, for the
first +ime they took part in operations ashore. The Navy
assisted in a major resupply effort, helped =vacuate Scvie+
ci+izens frcw Arab ccuntries, <collec+2ed intelligence inside
the war 2zone, and lent credibility <to Soviet <“hreats of
intervention with airborne troops. What is dimpor<ant *o

note is the comprehensiveness with wvwhich they were abla +¢o
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act cn aultiple fronts, and agairnst many targets

simultanecusly.

An even larger aminesweeping force than was used in
Bangladesh in 1971 was used to conduct clearing operatioms
in the Strait of Gubal, south of the Suez Canal in 1974. A+
first, asked for assistance by the Egyptians, ¢the Soviets
had set forth a list cf conditions for their help. When the
U.S. ccmmenced a major effort %o clear the Canal, hovever,
the Scviets offered tc sweep the Strait fcr free. The heli-
copter <cruiser Leningrad +%ook part in <+his operation,
conducting helicopter minehunting oparations in order to
counter +the publicity the Americans were getting for
conducting similar ofperations. So important was “he venture
*0 the Scviets <that both Admiral Gorshkov and Marshal
Grachko attended Leningrad's pre-sailing ceremecny a*
Sevastopcl. Between 1972 and 1974, <hese minesweeping cper-
tions acccunted for as much as on2-third of the total
number of ship-days accumulatad by the Soviet Navy in the
Indian Ocean. ([Ref. 99].

Curing the Ogaden War between Ethiopia and Somalia,
the SNIOS had the following missioas:

1. Sea contrecl in the southern Red Sea and *he wastern
Gulf of Oman,

2. Protect shippirg to Ethiopia,

3. Assist in <“ransporting Cuban wmilitary perscnnel <o

Ethicgia,
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4, Protact Soviet personanel,

5. Ccnduct reconraissance,

6. Conduct shore tcmbardmen: operatioms.
In July 178, 4intelligence analysts said that Soviet access
+0 E*thiopian facilities should eventually more than compen-
sate fcr the loss of those in Somalia. ({Ref. 100].

In March 1979, the Minsk bat<le group rounded +he

Cape c¢f Gcod Hope, called a+t Mauritius, and cperated cff
Socotra, supported bty Soviet land-based aircraft cut of the
PDRY. The battle group eventually continued on to <the
Pacific, continuing a trend in transfers +o the Pacific

Fleet frcs the Ncrthern Fleet, making port visits ir coute.

D. SFACE PROGRAHN

The pclar prcjectcry of the Soviat space program passes
over the 1Indian Ocean from Madagascar tc¢ the Arabian Sea.
The Scviets often deploy Space Event Support Ships (SESS) to
the arsa for the purpcses <c¢f tracking and recovering satel-

lite capsules. ([Ref. 101].

E. BUREAUCBATIC LEVERAGE

In “he Scviet Unicn, the Navy is of secondary importance
to the Army, vhich makes it more difficult to obtair funding
in a world of limited resources. In this respect, if

Admiral Gorshkov can convince the military es*tablishment
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that an Indian Ocean presence is necessary, he would be able
to extract more funding with which o build up <he VNavy in

general. [Ref. 102].

P. PISHING FLEET

The Scviet Union depends heavily upon its fishing fleet
to supply the protein, needed by the population, that poor
harvests dernies. A significant percentage of <*his comes
from the 1Indian Ocean, specifically from c¢ff <+he eaétern
coast o0f Scuth Africa and Madagascar. To support the
required fishing fleet, <%*he Sovie+s have concluded a <¢reaty
with the government of Mauritius, wvhereby they can fly in
r2lief crews for the ships. They also maintain anchorages
off Durktan South Africa and the coast of Madagascar, and
have anchcred tankers in the Mczambique Channel. In recent
years, +tle Indian Ocean provided them with a fifth or mcre
cf their ca¢ch. [Ref. 103].

With the rise 1in wunilateral coastal-state claims o
living resources, <*the occasicns raquiring naval escoris fer

fishing flests have grown exponentially. They haven't sent

Soviet naval ships tc protect their fishing flee+ off South

.
R I T T
N s

America, possibly due *o U.S. sensitivity; a lack of secure,

friendly port facilities; or fear of an actual confrcntation
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e
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with Latin navies, with 1its attendent costs. (Ref. 104].
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These ccnditions have not been as prevalert in the Irndian
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Ocean fishirg grcunds to date, Therefore increased raval
protection of fishing fleet assets, to the degree necsssary,
can ke assumed.

G. SEIZURE OF TERRITORY
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According to N.P. V'iunenko, there

are two main types of

amphikicus cpera+ions

The first is the izure of ports

and naval bases in enremy territory for

for denial tc the enemy. The

tance at "broad water barrie

sounds, and channels®" +o

advance. [Ref. 105].
A look
Trans-Caucasus area reveals
Russian desire to gain
Ocean, which no doukt contrib
to invade Afghanistan in late

must be the

It presumed that

factor of proximity to the

refuted by Jukes in the section
A more 1likely prospect

Pakistar, or a perinsular
emplcymern of 1limited Soviet

local pro- 50viet forces in =aizlng power,

crlels

(Ref. 1073.

Admiral William Crovwe

maintain a

at the southern border

direct

Soviet naval usage or

second is to overccme resis-

rs, particularly estuaries,

high rate o¢f ground

of
what

+he U0.S.S.R. in the
drives <the his*crical
access to the Indian
uted to the Soviet decision
1979. ([Ref. 106].

Director is indicating the

so-called warm-water T[orIts

on rnaval diplomacy.
<than invasicn of 1Iran,
state> is the 1lightening
military force ¢to assist
cr to_prssmpt

__are2a. (emphasis wmine)

speaks of a possible move by

the Scviets towards tlhe

the
Tran

Repeatedly during
sought tc bring
order %+c gain a

sherten the lines cf communication

Persian Gulf in this way:

nineteenth century, Czarist Russia
within its sphere of influsencs in

warm water outlet to the Arabian 3ea and

to i%ts empire in +he
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o3 Par Bast. <Actually, the Russians worked more with the
o Persians, vs the Cttomans, rather than agairst +them>.

. In short, Soviet control of the Persian Gulf oil fields
1« would g¢give the Russiars enormous power in the world
ASA aconoay, and enatle <them tc¢ meet tha2ir own en2rgy
O requirenments far mcre efficiently than they can from ths
Sty Par East. The Soviets ccntinue to lcok at the world in

- teras of political situations that are ‘'ripe' for
- interventicn; the Persian Gulf's dyramic situation may
) very well cffer them such an opportunity.

The Soviet Army has 160 divisions, 6 in Central Asia, and 2¢
ir +Lke socuthern USSR. The southern and central ground
{ forces are a* 1/3 strength, but can be reinforced rapidly

§?~ and flaxitly due to excellent infrastructure f£f-om Eurcpean

PR
(A
. »

E'; Russia to the Baku region. They have a military air trans-

o s
e
.

port force of over 1,500 fixed wing aircraft apd 3,660

.
« S
2t

T heliccpters. Reverses in Somalia and Egyp* could cause thanm

e

to shift attention away from the Suez-Red Sea route toward

a
)

o &
.

(_,. the traditicral objective of a direct ou+tlet on %*ke Persiarn
&N Gulf.
Without immediate and successful intervention by Wester:
naval and air forces, <the Soviets would be in an excel-
- lent ©pcsition to overcome the Iranian air force,

- intrcduce airbcerne infantry units, and exte2nd the reach
e of mechanized units onto the shores of the Gulf.
Or, they cculd cccugy northwestern Iran, and joian with the
X f Iragis in order to seize Kuwait. o0r, "“--a s*rong rili%ary
»fég foothcld cn +he Horn cf Africa would place +*he Soviets and
Iraqis in an ideal position to exert pressure on Saudi
Arabia."” The Prepcnderance of soviet power +o the nrorth

e could present the West with a fait accompli. Soviet air anad

e ground £crces in the southern Soviet Unicn are ou+tside the
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scope of the Indian Ocean Zone of Peace talks, yat give them
an advantage in rapid power projaction to the Gulf. The
Soviets dcn't see the possible agreement as 1limiting their
cwn prcjection cf fpocwer to the Indian Ocean lit+oral,
especially the Horn cf africa. Yet, U.S. opticns for
resupply/reinforcement of the Persian Gulf assume that, in
times cf crisis, the 0.S. will establish and maintain naval
superiority 3n the Western Indian Ocean." [Ref. 108]. Our
problem in th? Persian Gulf is *o stop their fait accempli
prior +tc¢ our arrival, as they can use st-ong proximate
forces and client local forces. (Ref. 109].

Even if the U.S.' alternative energy programs Were
successful, the impact of leaving th2 Gulf would al%er ths
world balance of power in favor of the Soviets, as ‘he Gulf
states became subject to the dictates of Moscow's military
power. Soviet econcmic gains <through even partial con*rol
of Gulf cil would gquickly <¢ranslate <o grea*er military
spending and ability to manipulate the policies of energy-
dependent Third World countries, to say nothing of Western
Burope. With Gulf o0il no lcnger an asset available to NATO,
+he alliance itself would forfeit tha abili+ty *o €£ight a
sustained conventional war and, in effect, dissolve as a
credible factor in wcrld affairs." (Ref. 110].

Citing Tsar Patar's Imperial <testament, and the
Stalin-Hitler Pact, the Soviats may have an imperial aim

toward reaching the warm waters of <the 1Indian Ocean.
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(Ref. 111]. Sirce Czarist times, the rulers of Russia have
probed scuthward, seeking access to +he southern sea lanes
that are ncw major ¢il routes and <thus a lifeline of <he
industrialized world. Instead of seeking only warm water
ports, the Soviets are attempting to coatrol access tc the
0il 1riches of the #Middle Past and the Persian Gulf.
[Ref. 113]. Stalin felt the area was iampor*ant enocugh %o
include in his 1939 pact with Hitler, which recognized the
area southk c¢f Batum ard Baku in th2 ge2neral direction of the
Persian Gulf as ¢the center of aspirations of the Scvie+

Union.

H. WARFIGHTING

This section 1is pretty much a catch-all. Some ideas
seem to defy categorization as any of the above thecries.
Therefore, the defirition here of warfighting is an active
mission which deals 1loosely with conflict situaticns and
doesn't closely fit into any of the above theoriss.

According to Ni+ze and Sullivan, *he implications of the
Soviet Urior's landlccked geography for its navy are that it
sust keer its ships close to home, support them with auxili-
aries over long distances, rely on foreian Dbases, or
consider thep expendakle in times of conflict. It follcwus
from this that the Soviet Navy should be reluctant 4c cecmmit

pajor elements of its fleet to remote areas during a crisis.
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Althcugh Soviet naval fleet support is weak, the Scviet

nerchant' parire, whose ships ply all the seas, also
furnishses suppliess, including fuel, <o <he navy. In the
event that hestilities seemed probakls, Soviet naval units
could be sent out frcm the confines of coastal waters, ¢to
escape throughthe chcke points before the var began. 1In the
event of war with the West, they would like to seize “he c¢il
fields ard interdict seaborne support and reinforcsments to
the area. Their naval potential is for oil SLOC in%erdic-
tion, anti-CVBG warfare, and as an arti-Diego Garcia force.
This is risky, though, especially against Diego Garcia,
without air cover. If nothing else, it could draw off a lot
of U.S. naval forces, which could be better used elsevwhere.
Finally, they could interpose themselves between U.S. nmnaval
forces ard an ar<a of crisis, blocking an intended interven-
tion. The Indian <Ccean is a sourcs2 of excellent naval
access tc the South Atlantic, and the Pacific Ocears. cil
is not the cnly SLOC cf potential interast. The West might
need a SLOC to support a large task force or other wmili-ary
operations along the Indian Ocean, Red Sea, Persian Gulf,
Arabian Sea, or Sea cf Aden. These SLOCs would be "“long,
exposed, and lacking in receptive way-stations."
(Ref. 114]. Aircraft launched missiles, 1launched from the
Turkmen SSR (460 miles from the Persian Gulf) or Afghanistarn
(300 wiles from the Gulf of Oman), are a serious *hreat %o

U.S. naval forces there., [ Ref. 115].
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Direct Sovie+ naval actions are presently precluded ty:
detente, the strength (or lack of i%z) of deployed forces,
their ccrraratively pmeager infrastructurs, a lack of air
support, an inability to augment “heir forces af+er the war
starts, and tha ability of the West to hold hostage their
fishing and merchant marine fleets. One +hing *+hey can do,
though, is to gain expertise in trcpical operations and the
logistics associated wi*h long-range rnaval opera*ions.
[Ref. 116].

The Scviet Navy has a greatsr need for, but less assured
access ¢ littcral suppert facilities. Their ships have
l=ss per unit endurance and less habitability space <+han
U0.S. ships. They are one-sho%* SSM ships, generally. They
have inferior amphitious support capabilities, and a more
limited underway rerlenishment capability. One major
missicn fcr the SNICS today is to gain operational experi-
enc? in the ragion. [Ref. 117]. Yet, they are beccming
less dependent on shore tases with the development of
increased replenishment at sea capabilities. [Ref. 118].

The trarnsfer of ships to +th2 Pacific Fleet, £from which
deployments to the Indian Ocean would be made, effectively
removed them from participation in crises in the Atlantic
Ocean c¢r the Mediterrancan Sea. In short, the Soviets
consciously fragmented their naval power in order tc cornduct
operations in the Indian Ocearn. The Sjuadrcn conducts three

primary surveillance pa*trols: one in the Bab e1 Mandebd

53

A Al e




gy o

N N
[ " ¥ [t I
P z:.:. {:‘:‘ [

0
I h
PR VAT |

L]
v %ty
» “« .

.
.
'l

Al

---------

Strait, o¢ne in the Strait of Hormuz, and one near +he U.S.

tase cn Dieg¢ Garcia. ({Ref. 119].

I. SU¥MARY

1. Disrupticn of Westepn SLOCs

Cf all the theories listed in <this chapcer, it
appears tha¢ the disruption c¢f Western SLOCs is the cne that
generates tte greatest amount of debate. It is also the one
cited most often by authors that put the Squadren in an
aggressive light, and that are sounding the call to arms in
crder to meet a growing menaca. Those whe dispute this
theory, ¢n <+he other hand, tend +¢o view +he Squadronas
natural instrument of policy ty a superpcwer, and that there
is little tc be alarmed about, short of a general East-West
war, in the Indian Ocean.

It appears that those who argus against a disruption
missicn have a strcnger argument. There is 1little doubt
that a Soviet man-of-war, wupon sighting a U.S.-flag or
allied merchantman during a time of open hostilities, would
interdict it, as 1lcng as it didn't diaterfers with ancther
more vi<al sission. They would not, however, perform such a
sissicn in peacetime, and would be unlikely to dedicate
units to it during wvartime. During peacetime, such an
acticn would precipitate open hos+tilities, something which

tha Soviets have histcrically been extremely hesitant =zc¢ do.
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Ir the ccntext of 2 het war, or in the planairg <o
start one, it is again unlikely that the Soviets would dzdi-
cate units <o interdiction of merchant shipping. The mein
paval fear cf the Soviets is that ofU.S. carriers or SSEBENs
striking the Soviet hcameland. For them tc pnut units in the
Indian Ocean to defend against that is nct an unreasonable
expectaticn, but that is a different missior. For them to
put units into the Indian Ocean to interdict merchant
traffic while the carriers and SSBNs could strike at *hem
from cther oceans is unreasonalble to expect. The main raval
wars will be in thea Ncrth Atlantic, <the néditerranean, and
the West Pacific. Until those are resolved in the Soviets!
favor, if ever, merchant intardiction will not be pursued by
them in ary ocean, including the Indian Ocean. When they do
decide to interdict, they are more likely to do so closer to
the end cf the sea lanes, <rTather +than at <the beginning.
This allcws *hem the greater mission flexibility, =since the
Indian Ocean is logistically distant £from the Scviet Union.

The Soviet military in general seems to plan predom-
inantly c¢n a short war scenario. Their problems inp
Afghanistan, hovever, may cause them to rethink *his, They
do not expect to be pushed back, or to be stopped in *heir
attack. In a short war scerario, the disrup*ion cf SLOCs is
of a lesser importance. In this scenario, assuming a Soviet
victory for the moment, they could easily interdict a¢ will

£51lcwing “he conflict. During the coaflic*, the missicn of
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Qﬁji the Scviet Navy is *o destroy the projection power of the
m U.S. Navy. Inscfar as *hey could do that and iaterdict the

merchant traffic, they would do so. But their forces in tha

Indian Ocean are vulnerable, with very limit=2d air suppert.

Admiral Wegener's discussion of strategic positions vice
pmaritime pcsitiors 4is indicative of this. This cordi+ion
will remain until +the Soviets control the Suez Canal, the
Turkish s+*raits, and the Mediterranean. Orce *his is done,
interdiction will be easily accomplished, bu* it also would
likely tLe indicative of a Soviet victory overall. To
restate the conclusicn then, the Soviets ace very unlikely
to disrupt Western SLCCs during peacetime, and will nc% be
very inclined or able during open conflict, short of having
achieved a general victcry elsewhere,
2. Ezciection of Soviet SLOCs

The section c¢n the protection of Scvie* SLOCs is
much shorter than “bhe one on disruption of Western SlOCs.
The main reasons +that it is no* cited often by the authers
is that i+ does not directly affect U.S. vital interests in

the area (in fact, it is a vi+al Sovie+t interest), and that

e
|

(%]

there is little argument against <+he idea that it is a
missicn of the Squadron. None arque tke fact that <+he
northern sea rou*e and the Trans-Siberian railway are unde-
pendatle, due either to weather or to pcssible Chinese
interdic*ior. None argue the large amount of Scviet ship-

ping *hat plies the Indian Ccean sea lanss in suppor* cf the
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Soviet Par Fast, or im trade with its allies in sou<thern and
Southeast Asia.

The only question is the priority of +he missien.
It is difficult to imagine it to be of low priority. The
siza and makeup of tha normal Squadron 2 are such that it is
not unreascnmable to <think tha* protection of Soviet sea
lanes is ¢ne of the Squadron's main missiors. In fact, as
shall b2 seen more fully in chapter VvV, the Soviets <¢hem-
selves are quick to pcint out Jjust how important the Indian
Ocean sea lanes are tc them. This is sufficient reasen to
staticn a squadron in the Indian Ocean.

3. 1Nayval Dirplomacy

There is no argqumen* atou+ the diplomatic missicn of
*he Squadron. Much of the discussion rsvolves around what
the ©pclicy c¢f the Soviet Onion 1is, which the Squadron
supports. In a bipclar, zero-sum mode, this can be seen as
being hcstile and a threat to 0.S. 4interests. In a multi-
polar, non-zaro-sum mpode, it is the natural and expec*ed
actior of a great power. The Squadron's rnaval diplcmacy
missicn was best summed up by Parer whern he descrited its
goals as:

1. Gaining political capital through showing the flag,

2. Maintainiag a political tripwire, and

2This is discussed fully in chapter II.
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3. Signalling the will and capacity of the Soviet Urnicn
*c match any escalatiorn in Western activity.
The writirgs of the cther authors say the same thirg, in
essence.
4. Space Program and Bureaucratic Leverage
There is no azgument “hat one of the aissicns of the
Squadron is to supgpcrt the Soviat space progran. They
normally maintain a space evernt support ship on station, and
they cften make pickups cf satellite capsules, as vwell as

tracking ortiting placforams. One added functior is thac<

these <ships can alsc do double duty in surveillance of
Wastern Indian Ocean activities.

The bursaucratic leverage th20ory was very inter-
esting, tut* nct very convincing. The Soviet generals are
intelliger*t enough *c see through a smoke screer that has ro
substance. If there is substance there, then they are
reacting to +that substance, and not the smokescreen. The
secticn on the space program was very short, because it is
generally accapted and not vital to either the West or the
Soviets; while *he section on bursaucratic leverage is very
short, tecause it was cited by only one author in any
capacity, ard appears to have 1little substance or impor-
tance. Even if it was true, it would make li*+tle difference
to the Western rlanner, who must react to *he very real
p-esence it would lead to, <rather than the unapparent work-

ings ¢f *the Kremlin.
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S. ZEishipg Flest

There is nc argument *hat the protection cf the

fishing fleet is a pission of the Squadron. There is also
no argument that <*he Squadron has not seen a need *o carry
it out. It occasicnally acts in support of the fishing
fleet, tut the Squadron's units are normally located in +he
northwest quadrant of the Indian Ocean, while +he fishing
fleet is lccated in the southwest quadraat, along the
Mozamtique Channel, and east of Madagascar.

_9f Terzitory

This micsion, in the Indian Ocean, would be executed

6. Seizure

in the ccntext of a Soviet land operation in a southward
directicn frem the Scviet Union toward the Indian Ocean or
Persian Gulf waters. This operation ‘could be focused
anyvhere frcm Pakistan to Saudi Arabia. Yet, it is gener-
ally recognized that a Soviet 1invasion from the Caucasus or
Soviet Central Asia is the least likey form of a threat to
U.S. interests in tte Middle Eas+.

It is generally accepted that, in the Soviet Union,
the Navy is the junicr service to the Army. Because of that
relationship, one of its ma jor missions overall, in addition
to affecting a strategic defemse of the Sovie+ homeland, is
to act in direct supgpcrt of Soviet ground opera*ionms. With
this in wind, it is apparent that, in the context of a
Soviet land cperation in the Middls East, ¢*he Squadrcn would

act in suprert. The Squadron has a small amphitkious
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capabili+y which could be used to seize and hold stratzgic

choke pcirts until a larger, more permanent force could
arrive. This is of a very limited nature, though. The
anphibious lift capakility numbers up t¢ two LSTs, carrying
some 400 Marines. In most cases, more could be done with
the Soviets' impressive airborne troop capability.

This mission, then, deals with a least~likely scen-
acio. The Squadron's capabilities in its regard are of a
very limited nature, and the job could be done be*ter by
cther forces. Seiztvre operations within the scope of the
Squadron's forces are more likely to be classified under
naval diplcmacy. Their operations in support of the Dhofari
rebels in Oman are indicative of this, altkough they did not
iavolve the actual seizure of territory.

7. ©SHarfighting
In a hot war scernario, the Squadron's missions are
likely tc be:
1. Interdiction of Westerrn reaction forces,
2. Act in ar economy of force cole, *o diffuse the
Western naval effert,
3. T¢ destroy Western naval forces,
4. To control chcke points.

Ttese missions are of a tactical nature, and may
shift according to the nature and course of the ccnflict.
The discussicn from here is not ¢f a2 missicn nature, but of
an operations analysis nature, and is thus outside the scope

of this discussion.
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A. ANTI-SSBEN

This theory states that the Squadron was initially in
rasponse to a possible strategic threat emanating fror <he
Arabiapn Sea and the northwest quadrant of the Indian Oc2an.
[Ref. 120]. It is one of <the most popular “heories +*o

explain +the Squadron's presence, a* least in its early

years. According tc the theory, a Polaris submarine with
+the 2,500 NM (stated range) A3 amissile cculd perform its
most e€fficient targeting from the above listed areas, as
well as from the Gulf of Guinea on sub-Saharan Africa‘s
Western ccast. Prom the Arakian Sea, the Polaris-launched
A3 cculd simultaneously cover targats 3 in the Zuropean and
Asian Soviet Union, and in <the Pecples Republic of China
(PRC) . According tc Soviet writers Marshal Sckolcvskii and
Cherednichenko, "The first priosrity mission of naval opera-
tions in the oceanic and sea theatres will be the
destructicn of atoric wmissile submarines."™ (Ref. 125].

Admiral Gorshkov, the Soviet naval chief, said

AN

o - We also cannot remain indifferent +o the <expansion of
AR the basing of U0.S. nuclear-povered submarines and
e carrier fcrces . . . in the Indian Ocezn, and in other
r @.

Gt 3This includes @mcst major indus<trial, wmilitary, and
L political centers.
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areas of the world ocean, for all of tLis poverful arngd
videly dispersed wmilitary organization is direc=ed
against the USSR and the courntries of ke
socialist communi*y. [Ref. 126].

In 1¢63, the United States concluded ar agreemen< with
Australia to build a VLP ccmmunications station ¢n <their
Northwest Cape. The Soviets must certainly have seen *his
as a prerparation for conducting submarine operations ir the
Indian Ocean, particularly because VLP is primarily used for
communications with patrolling submarines. A look a%t the
map cf tke Indian Ocean shows the Northwsst Cape to resemtle
an arrow pointed in the direction of the Arabian Sza. The
question arises that, if the U.S. did not plan to operate
SSBNs in the Indian Ocean, why build the Northwest Cape
communicatiors staticn at all? In 1964, the Soviets, in an
apparent attempt to use diplomacy to protect them from the
strategic threat eamanating frca the Indian Ocean, made a
proposal to the United Naticns +that the Indiar Ocean be nade
a nuclear-free zone. Then, in 1966, <the British and the
Americans signed an agreement wherzby the U.S. would bhuild a
naval base cn the island of Di2go Garcia in the Chagos
Archipelagc, approximately 2,000 NM from the Gulf of Hormuz.
Due to *hese events, ¢the Soviets were forced to implement a
naval presence in the Indian Ocean to counter *he stra*tegic

+hreat.
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Some authors ainimize the importance of the arti-SSBN

role c¢f the Squadron. [ Ref. 127]. They point out <the
distance that must te traveled from Rota, Holy Lcch, =&nd
Guam tc arrive on station in the Arabian Sea (and ncw, Rota
is no 1longer used as an SSBN base, increasirqg <the total
distances that mus*t Lte travelled). For a 60 day patrol, the
transit <time would te prohibitive to the most efficient
operation c¢f ths size-limited Polaris fleet. Then too,
there is nc evidence that the U.S. Navy has used +he Arabian
Ssa as an SSBN patrclling area. This is 2a fact that
even the Soviets agprear to recognize. (Ref. 128].

The idea that the the Trident SSBN would be more useful
than the Pclaris in tke Arabian Sea does no: stand up to
scrutiny. The Trident is available in even more lipited
numbers than is the Eolaris/Poseidon fleet, and is home-
ported in the continental U0.S. It is therefore cf even less
efficient use in the Arabian Sea due to the reasons cited
abovae. And the Trident missile (as well as the fu*ture C-5
mrissile) allows the subtmarine to operate clcser *o
U.S./Western-controlled air ard sea space, which makes more
useful such ideas as SSBN bastionms. With <*hese capabili-
ties, it seems unlikely that the Trident would be sent hLalf
way around the world to do something *“ha*t it c¢ould do just
as well in friendlier, sheltered waters. And, the value
of SSBENs s<+tationed in the Indian Oczar is 1limited by the
anti-ballistic wmissile agreement and by Tridentt's <range.

(Ref. 129].
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A final reason that the U.S. Navy is unlikely to use +he
Arabiar Sea as an SSBN operating area is the fear of
cffending the PRC. This is a thought that has no+ received
wmuch press, but which should be seriously considered. In
February, 1972, President Nixon visited Pekirg, opering up
the rcad to normalized relations between the U.S. and the
BPRC. This normalization has progress=d, tc date, to the
point that the U.S. sees the PRC as an alily ir containing
Soviet expansionism. One c¢f the reasons given by the
Polaris thecry fcr Arabian Sea SSBN patrols is that a subma-
rine in the Aratian Sea could simultanecusly cover ta:igets
in bcth the Soviet Union and the PRC. Iz 1ight o€ +he
greatly improved relaticns bhetween the U.S. and the PRC in
the last cecade, it is unlikely that +the U.S. wculi take the
chance of offending the Chinese by posing a threa+< %o thenm
from the Indian Ocean.

As *he Sino-Soviet breach grew, the Soviets couldn':
understand why the U.S. didn't decrease its Polaris forces
in the Pacific. They felt that B-52s would be sufficient
against inradeguate Chinese air defenses. Since the U.S.
didn't decrease its Polaris forces, then, <+hey amust all be
targeted at the Soviet Union. There weren'+ enough Sovie*
Par Eastern targets ¢to account for all +he Polarcis fcrces,

ﬁ{f ’ therefcre, there must be plans to send some of them intc the
::3; , Arabian Sea, where they could reach new targets. Add this

f!; to the U0.S.!' prioritization of the Pacific forces for the
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receipt of the new A-3 missile, and the 1963 anncuncement of
the new VLF station cn the Northwest Cape of Australia, and
there appears to be a reasonabls justificaticn €for the
Soviets tc anticipate such 0.S. SSBN deployments <o the
Indian Ocean.

The first A-3 degployment took place irn September, 1964.
This led to the Soviets'! 7 December 1964 aemorandum *¢ the
U.N. <itled, "On Measures for Further Easing Ian*terpatiocnal
Tensicn and Restricting the Arms Race." This memorandum
proposed <that the 1Indian Ocean be a nuclear-free 2zcne.
Bints of a link between *his and A-3 ;:e:

1. The only tvo seas mentiored as nuclear-free zones
vere the Indian Ocean and the Mediterranean,

2. Passage would hurt U.S. targeting oppprtunity, bu+t
would little effect those of the USSR, esgecially
with respect tc the Indian Ocean,

3. The memorandum was presented o the U.N. less than
eight weeks after *he ouster of Khrushchev, pointing
to its origin under his leadership,

4., The mention cf only the Medictarranean and the Indian
Ocean makes <clear the Soviet belief in the possi-
bility of successful negotiations on those arzas.
(Ref. 130].

Imprcved SSBN and carrier-based threats were a great
impetus for the Soviet Navy's 2xt2nding to ferward Jepley-

men* in crder to fight, star+ing in the Mediterranean. The
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same reascne that ptushed them into the Mediterrarnean also
pushed them into the Indian Ocean, excapt that:.
7. The Indian Ocean SSBEN threat was a porerntiai orne,
while the threat from the Mediterranean was current,
2. They had no friends in the Indian Ocean with already
develocped naval bases,
3. That made per-ship deployment mcre expensive in a
time of tightening finances,

4. The Elack Sea Pleet was already fully externded with

its Mediterranean requireaent,
'{' S. The A-3 nmissile of _*he time only had one warhead,
T:i% fully occupying them with Far Bast *Zargets,

6. The Inrdian Ocean threat at the time was only frem

i SSBENs, the detection of which would take a great deal
?&5 cf resources, for a threa* which was only a potential
.I' one,

”?‘ 7. There was a desire to not change +the Britain*s mind

. on withdrawing from east of the Suez, or to push the

" U.S. to replace them, or to push the 3ritish into
f}é buying its f£ifth Polaris submarine. ([Ref. 131].

;ﬁf} Yet still, operating experience would be nice to have in
ﬁﬁ; case the potential threat eventually did show up. In 1968,
ool

@, the fears c¢f littoral states about the U.S., due tc <he

Vietnam War, were going up; the A-3 missile began %o receive

gultiple warheads, which raised <+he stakes and potentially

.Q; freed some Facific Folaris submarines for operating in the
i
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Indian Ocean; the British announced their impending wi<h-
drawal frcm the Indian Ocean region; and the new gcvernmens
of Aden [frcved to be not unfriendly to the Soviets. The
Folaris threat created the necassity for the Soviet derploy-
ments, while the rest provided the opportunity. ([Ref. 132].
The introducticn of the firs+* of <the new Trident
nuclear-missile submarines into the U.S. Pacific
Command, covering the 1Indian Oc2an as well as the
Pacific, this year <1980>--probably in
Septemter--undersccres American strategic irterest in
the waters betweer 1Indonesia and the east coast of
Africa. ([Ref. 133].

This will probatly intensify ke Soviet naval presence
in the Indian Ocean. Some analysts believe <that U.S SLBM
submarines operate in the Indian Ocean on a routine basis,
althcugh this is disputed. The Ombai-Wetar and
Makasar-Lcmbok S+raits are deep enough for safe, unimpeded
underwater transit. Ir 1976, the 1Indonesian Foreig:z
Minister cenfirmed that his government was engaged in nego-
+iations with Pcthk the Soviets and +he Americans over
safeguards ccncerning undervater movem2nts of nuclear subma-
rines using the Indonesian straits. In February 1976, in a
spy scanéal in Indonesia, an officer in Indonesia's hydro-
graphic office was ccnvicted of passing charts and documents
about the Indonesian straits *o the Soviets, which cculd be
used *c¢ ccunter U.S. ASW measures. It is believed some of
the SLlBM-armed U.S. submarines to be targeted against the

Soviet Union may use the Indian Ocean', begianing in 1984.

[Ref. 134].
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The Soviet shift to forward deployment came in two
phases. The first lasted through 1967, and culminated with
a Soviet presenca in the Mediterranean after gzining access
to Egyptian ports and airfields after the 1967 Arab-Israeli
War. The second phase of the shift began in 1967, and
addressed the threat of the A-3 Polaris missile.
long-standirg Soviet suspiciors about the Arabian Sea as a
patrcl area for U.S. SLBM submarines ware fu2led by the 1963
VLF agreement for North West Cape in Australia, and by the
British-Arerican agreemert on +the use of Diego Garcia,
{Ref. 135].

Pclaris deployments could +take placs *to <+he 1Indian
Ocean, but would ccst much more than they would achieve.
Nevertheless, the Scviets must treat it as an option *they
must ke akle to counter. The SNIOS maintains a constant ASW ﬁ

capability, but it is not predominant. Prom 1974-1975,

aa e e o o

under 20% of SNIOS ships in any given month had aa ASW capa-
bility. {Ref. 136]. As long as Tridsnt may deplcy tc the
Indian Ocear, the Scviets must maintain an ASW capability
there. [Ref. 137].

Crev endurance and reenlistmen* rates set limits on the
cruising range. It would also take more submarines *o

ernsure one was ready and on station at all tinmes. Yet,

Bl bl s —

"Despite efforts to discount i+, <the ASW hypothesis ratains

a plausible role in any comprehensive explanatiorn of Scviet

interests." [Ref. 138]. They may : {
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fully the

cost-ef fectiveness,

ways the

U.S. daternmires

2. Be planning fcr the technical worst-case sceraric, as

we tend tc do, or

3. Be laying the foundation for an unpredictable future.

(Ref. 139].
After all,
could fall away, or there could be a
making it useful or necessary to expand
The 0U.Ss.
submarine base in Scuth Africa.
great deal cf time, effort,

pblitical relaticnshirs, physical

experience

envircnment.
Whether or not it influenced the
deploy eas* of Suez, development of

capability now appears
Russian mission there.
cise called OKEAN,
this seems to have been

their Indian Ocean squadron. (Ref.

B. POST-U.K. VACUUHN

This thecry states that the

the 1Indian Ocean Lty the pclitical

produced when the 8ritish withdrew

(Ref. 141].
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In addition,
and expense
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necessary to operate effectively in a

to be a significant
During the worldwide naval exer-
conducted by the Russians
the only function
1401.

Soviats were

and

ABM restraints

breakthrough in ASW,

S1LBM patrcl areas.

might decide to shrug off the polizical costs of a

it takes a
to establish the
and the

new

initial decisicn to

an antisubmarine
part of the

in 1975,
assigned to

"drawn" into

military vacuum

f-om "east of the Suez".

It is not a coincidence “hat the Soviets moved
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raval fcrces into the 1Indian Ocean in 1968 follcwing the
coming tc power of a Marxist-oriented regime in Ader in
1967, and the decisicn by the British to withdraw from cast
of the Suez ir 1968 after lengthy debate in Parliamen*. The
Soviet Unicn has made no sacret of its security interests in
the Middle Fast, alcng its southern borders. (Ref. 143).
The new regime in Aden made it possible for Soviet raval
uni+s <+tc have access to local facilities, although the
Yemenis have consistently refused a formal access treaty.
The British withdrawal then provided <+he necessary rcom for
the Scviets to conduct their naval diplomacy. An addi%ional
incantive for the Scviets to expand naval forces dintc the
Indiap Ocean was the relative 1level of success met during
the 1967 Arab-Israeli War, in whica, for +the first tiuge,
thay were able to0 operate on an ever basis in oppositicn to
the U.S. Navy.

The rattern cf Scvie* ipnitiatives shows them pursuing a
pattern of trying tc replace the British as con*rollers of
the s*rategic straits. A Soviet naval squadron entered the
Indian Ccean from Vladivostok only <%vo moaths after <he

British anncunced +their decision 4o withdraw. [ Ref. 184].

5? They stayed for four wmonths.
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C. THE CHINESE THREAT

The Sinc-Soviet spli* began to take form about 1961, and
became official by 19€3. Gocd rslaticns be*ween China and
Pakistan, and between China and various groups in Southeast
Asia, began to worry the Soviats. They feared <that
increased Chinese influence in southern Asia might threaten
+heir Iadian Ocean SICCs. In 1962, bordsr problems batween
the Chinese 2a21d the Indians flared up into open warfare.
The @®mauling the Indians took gave them some prcclivity
toward dealing with the Chinese' enemies, the Soviets, Ir
1965, the Indians fcught a war with the Pzakistarnis which
ended in a stalemate, aand demonstrated to the Indians +*heir
need for amcre mcdern forces. During the 1965 war, the
Chinese main*ained gccd rela“ions with the Pakistanis,- and
the Americans and British iImposed an arms embargo oa *he
Indians. This drove the Indians even further irn<o tha a:rms
cf +he Scviets. In 1971, +his close relationship became
cfficial, with the signing of a Treaty of Priendship and
Coopseraticn. This treaty with India was an open waraing *o
“he ERC to not interfere in *he 1971 Indo-Pakistani crisis.

Ore c¢f the mission

n

for the Soviet task forces 1eaving

Vladivostck December 6-7 may have been a warning to <he
- Chinese. ([Ref. 17]. The Soviets so0ld the Indians 8 Pestya
frigates, 8 Osa missile boats, 8 Poxtrot submarines, and 4

Polocny amphibious shigs. In re+urn, the Indians leased to
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the Soviets the port cf Vishakhapatnam, which they mcdern-
ized and developed into a sutmarine base. Naval facilities
were alsc pad2 available at Port Blaire 3in «he Andamarn

Islands. This is a direct 1link between a Soviet naval cres-

ence in the 1Indian Ccean and the Sino-Soviet rivalry. It
pust ks pointed ocut, however, that it was also related to
*he U.S. position in the Indo-Pakistani conflic%, and that
*he Indians remain vecciferously aon-aligned, despite <the
Treaty and the accessible facilities.

I+ had to te assumed *hat in the avent of a war with
China, the Trans-Sikerian railway would be cu+, and that
the Far Eastern Frcnt would have to be supplied by ssa.
This introduced the requirement to protect such ship-
ments from the Chinese Navy, which includes the +thirgd
largest submarine fcrce in the world. But this threat
to shirping reached back to the north-western parts of
the Irdian Ocean, wvhere it could be posed by chinese
forces using friendly bases (eg Pakistan or, ir thoss
days, South Yemen), by U.S. forces, or evan by regicnal
navies. ([Ref. 148].

The Scviets grew to fear U.S.-PRC collusion, rparticu-
larly as the Sinc-Soviet breach widered. [Ref. 150].

The Soviets have a fear of the continued growth of
Chinese seapower. They ar2 in competition witi the Chinese
for leadership in the Afro-Asian world. The Chinese are a
colored race, don*t require base rights in exchange for

<heir favers, and their ideclogy <fi+s Africa better than

YN
t.
S
. .,
" -
. e
(Y
S
P
«
‘.
LY
LS
.
« .
LIRS

~
-
-
~
.
-
-.1
-
&,
-
.

does the Soviets!'. This makes them 2 tough diplcmatic
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adversary €or the Soviets in <+he Third World. (Ref. 151].

The Sovie* Union addi“ionally seeks +o encircle Chira.

)
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Chinat's diplcmatic presence in East Af-ica, as well as +he
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inperatives of aaintaining a ropn-alignad status discourage
the grarting of large-scals port facilities to the super-

povers by Third World states. ([Ref. 152].

D. INTERDICTION OP/REACTION TO U.S. PORCES

The SNICS' missicn is to interdict U.S. forces onrn their
way to support or «resupply land forces and allies in the
Middle East (ie Central Command forces, or RDJTF), cr *o
provida a ccunterpresence to U.S. n&val forces reacting *o
crises or engaging in naval 3iiplomacy. [ Ref. 154]. Ar
examnpl2 of ¢this tcck place during the Bengali War of
Secession in 1971, +where the 1Indians invaded East Pakistan
to aid tke Bangali liberation forces. A British fozce
comprised of the carrier Eagle, commasdo carrier Albion, and
escorts and support ships were in the Arabian Sea supporting
the Bri*ish withdrawal <£rom the Persiar Guléf, They
responded to the war, and moved toward he Bay of RBengal.
The normal Soviet relief force arrived and began to shadow
the British forces. The U.S. formed a CV task force around
Enterprise, drawing them from oparations off the <c¢oast of
Vietnam, and sen* thenm into the Indian Ocean. The Soviets,
anticipating this Awmerican reaction, responded sccn after
with a task force tLtuilt around a Kresta I and a Kashin,
which shadowed the Enterprise task force, and was presumakly

ready to interpose themselves betwaent the U.S. £fcrces and
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the crisis. The war, hovever, was over before everyonsz was

fully in gplace, and the extra units on both sides withdrew.
The Director of Naval Intelligence ci*ad an increase in the
number of warships derloyed to the Indian Ocean, including
cruise missile subpsarines, saying that they serva2d <o
counter 0.S. carrier forces, as well as %o suppcrt their
clients. ([Ref. 160]. This underscores the intezdicticn/
reactior nmissior, as well as <*he previously discussed
missicn c¢f naval diplcmacy.
The Scviets have raval requirements in +he Indian
Ocean, since, in the event of world war, they most prcb-
ably plan to move south to control the Gulf area, and
naval forces will ke needed in +the seaward approachss %o
fend off assaults ty U0.S. strike carriers and amphibious
groups. (Ref. 161].
Cne ¢f the facters upon which *he U.S. strategy, of
effecting a delaying action in central Iran again st a Soviat
invasion, is dependernt is, "the ability of U.S. navel fcrces
to prevent the in*tezdiciten of the Strait of Hormuz by
Soviet sutmarines and Backfire bombers." [Ref. 162].
Soviet policy is to keep a raher small naval force in
the Irdian Ocean that can ke quickly erlargad in times of
crisis. ([Ref. 163].
Given the Soviet perception of naval powWwer as an exiten-
sion of land power, the primary purpose of the Soviet
Indian Ocean force is to protect the seaward flank in
the event of a Soviet invasion of <he Gulf states.
[Ref. 164].

Their rcle is tc play arn interpositional rcle, deterring

Wiestara naval forces €from Third World interventions.

[Ref. 165).
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Backfire bombers would stand prepared to threa*taern any

U.S. naval action, or at lsast to deter it. The Soviat Navy
could attempt to mine the approaches to Abadan as well as
the strait cf Hormuz. [Ref. 166].

The Scviets increased their naval and air activity in
the Indian Ocean and adjacent land areas 4qu=2 +o a concern
over the U.S. buildup of naval facilitias on Diego Garcia,
and fears of unrest in Iran and Afghanistan spilling over
the tcrders into the Soviet Union. {[Raf. 167). 1In general,
they reacted <o the 1979-1981 <crisis period in <+ke Indian
Ocean by increasing their naval strength there.

Subsequent to the release of the U.S. hostages by Iran,
and ccincident with the gradual reduction of U.S. naval

forces, the Soviet naval posture in the Indian
Ocean underwent a similar reduction. {[Ref. 168].

E. SUMMARY

1. Apti-SsSBH
Much of the writing cn this mission seams +o go to
great length d2tailing its importancs to +the Soviets, and
then go c¢n to say that there is no evidence of +he U.S.
patrolling +he Indian Ocean with SSBNs. The general conclu-
sion to be wrought is <*“hat cne of <+he Sovietst ipitial
reasons fcr entering the Indian Oc2an was a fear of the SSBN

threat. In the 1960s, -he U.S. buil: its VLF communicaticns

staticn ¢n Australia's Northwest Cape, and came *o an
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agreesent with the Eritish over the development cf Diego

Garcia. These were Lkoth developments *hat the Soviats could
and should have seéen as preparations for 1Indian Ocean SSBN

déploynents. The prioritization of the Pacific Flee= SSBNS

to receive the then new A-3 ballistic missils was also an
indicator.

As time went ty, though, and the anticipated threat
r2ver arrived, the an+ti-SSBN mission 1lost some of its
frenzy. The Soviets admitted tha%t U.S. SSBNs hadn't
deplcyed to the Indian Ocean. The cost of maintaining the
large nuzbers of platforms necsessary in the Indian Ocear to
meet that threat was prohibitively great, ¢ so <here is a
state of uneasy tension surrounding the anti-SSBN nission.
The Scviets, with their hydrographic ships in the Indian
Ocean, are preparing for a futurs con*ingency. The U.S. has
not put them 0o *he test yet, but a change of philosophy or
strategy could quickly do so.

2. Ecst-U.K. Vacuum

This has been stated as a theory to explain <+he

Soviets' paval extension in+oc the Indian Ocean. The main
i stimulus for this conclusion is <the coincidence be+ween the

SN British withdrawal and the Soviet s2xtension. The fact is,

gw{. +hough, that the Soviets maintain the Squadron only at great
T ke

' @, . . ,

—— ¢That cest is even greater rnow with Trident, and the

resulting enormous increase in the area of ocean which would
have %c ke ccvered.
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cost, a cost which was even greatsr during its early years.

Filling a vacuus is nct a very satisfying reward for such an
investment. Instead, the Soviets had interes*s of their cwn
in the regicn, some vital and some not, and +he British
withdraval simply made it possible to move in =arlier than
they wculd have otherwise. It is urnceasonable to telieve
that the Soviet Union, a superpowver with important interests
in the 1Irdian Ocean region and a growing blue-water navy,
wouldn'~ have eventually made the extension, even in the
absence c¢f a British withdrawal. In fact, cne of ‘the
reascns tke Soviets were sc careful a: first was to avcid
provoking the British into delaying their withdrawal. In
this way, *he missicn of the Sguadron is less as aan instru-
nent of zero-sum great power conflict <zhan i+ is an
instrumant of Soviet policy, whether it is working in a
zero-sua mode or not.
3. Ibhe Chinsse Threat

The PRC, along with the Western bloc, is cne of *he
Soviet Union's two main rivals for world power. China has
the wcrld's +hird 1largest submarine force, and is clecsely
allied with Pakistan, which stands along the Soviets' vital
Indian Ocean rou*es, and has a warming relationship with <he
u.s. This is one r<eason for the Soviets'! ferver+t desire %o
maintain its relaticnship as the main ally of 1Iadia, an
ereay cf toth tha PRC and Pakistan. The Soviets have made

deliveries cf naval hardware to India, have used access %to
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some Indian bases (on a limited basis), and acted tc incer-

-—b

dict U.S. and British reaction forces during <+<he 197
Indo-Fakistani War. Most of the posturing in this scutherr

Asian azena has been diplomatic, but th2 Soviets use their

”;; naval forces in suppcrt of this diplomacy. The s<imulus for
E&: this, in additicn tc¢ a normal drive to increase i*ts influ-
?%; ence in the world in general, is +*he Sino-Soviet conlict.
{\:. Not cnly dces the PRC <threaten the rans-Siberian railway
;%? and the Indian Ocean sea lanes, but it is <+he main reason
;if +he sea lanes are impertant in “he fic-st place. The Scviet
'i%' Indian Ocean SLOCs are a ma jor route for supplyiag the 45 or
éii so Soviet ground divisions along the Sino-Soviet border, as
;Ef well as their bases at Vladivostok and Petropavlovsk.

{ 4. Inpterdiciton cf/Beaction to U.S. Forcas

;ﬁ? This appears to be the Soviets' primary reactive
jgf: mission., They <Teacted to tha British and the Americams
:'y. during the 1971 1Indc-Pakistani Wwar. They reacted to U.S.
iig carrier feorces ia the 1Indian Ocean during the 1973
§;§: Arab-Israeli War. They reacted to an+icipa=ed U.S. fcrces
hlé in cennecticn with the Iranian hostage crisis. They tuilt
2?; up the Squadron furtker in an*icipation of a U.S. reaction
{EQ to their mcve into Afghanistan. They have thus shown a

consistent pattarn cf reacting ¢t0o +he movements cf U.S.
naval fcrces in the Indian Ocean in connection with a

Tisis. Yet, the reaction is as much a Zuncticn of the

[ Rad

sis as i+ is of +he Am2ricar forces, Soviet reac%ion

cZ
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forces in <+he Indian Ocean have generally left the region

before the U.S. forces which they wvere reacting *o.

A cas2 in point is the 1971 Indo-Pakistani War. The
crisis was developing 1long before the Soviets assembled
their task fcrces. Once the Indians invaded East Pakistan,
there was 1c doubt c¢f their ability to easily def=at the
Pakistanis, so there was no need for +he Soviets to send SsSM
tlatfcrms ¢c helpr <then. The departuer date of the seccnd
Soviet task force frcm Vladivostok indicates that they tagan
to assemtle it prior to the U.S. acticn of wmarshallirg a
carrier task force east of the Strait of Malacca. Af*er the
conflict was ended, the Soviet task force 1left the Irdian
Ocean befcre the U.S. task force did. The pa*tern, <*hen, is
a reacticn *c the combination of crisis and U0.S. or Western
action, or anticipated action, with withdrawal wupon the
removal c¢f one of these determinants. There have been
czises in the Indian Ccean without a Sovie: r=zaction. There
have been strong U.S. naval forces in +¢he Indian Ccean
without a Soviet reaction. There has po%t been a case of a
crisis and a U.S. response or anticipated response withcut a
Soviet reaction. These, then, are +the keys for +he U.S.

planner: crisis, 0U.S. response, or a reasonable expec+ation

¢f a U0.S. response,




RAAMCA SRS ST

V. SOVIET WRITINGS

Rather than at*espt +o organize this chap*er by thecry
or suktject, it appears that the least distracting methkod :is
simply tc take each ¢f the six authors (seven sourcss), and
give a summary of tle points 1in their articlas saliert to
the present discussicg. Ideas and quotations from ths arti-
cles have teen chosen in such a manner as 4o derive the
essence of the authors' points. Some typical Soviet-Marxist

rhetoric has crept into this, but +*his was allowed when it

(44

lent emphasis to wha+t the author was saying. Without i+, i
vags feared that the ideas woculd nct properly be coampuni-
cated. At the end c¢f +hes chapter, +able I correlatas <he
Soviet writings with the U0.S. writers' theories.

The first author, Admiral Sergei Gorshkov is the Admiral
of the Fleet of the Scviet UOnion, and is therefors the man
most resronsible for the operations of the Soviet Navy. He
wrote twec becks, both of which wers raviewed for salience to
the prasent discussicn. The remainder of the authors ci+ed
in this <chapter were drawn from the Center for Naval
Aralysis Abstracts. The method used was +*o review 2ach
article written by a Sovie+ author with the words "Indian
Ocean” in the title. The title search went back to the
beginning of 1979, and articles which proved to be cf little
usefulness vwere left cut of this chap*ter.
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- A. GCRSEKOV

ﬁﬂl In the last 3 years, some 1,000 Soviet ccombatants and
P . " -

b % . . . . .
L. auxiliaries have visited <the ports of 60 countries in
F,-

2 Eurofpe, Asia, Africa, and Latir America. More +than

2,000,000 Scviet officers and non-rated men have visitad the
sherese c¢f fcreign states.

We also cannot remain indifferent t¢c <he expansion
of the basing of U.S. nruclear-powered submarines and
carriar forces on the Japanese Islands, irn Italy, in the
Indian Ocean, and in other areas of the World Ocean, for
all of this powerful and widely dispersed wmilitary
organizaticn is directed against ¢the USSR and the coun-
tries of the Socialist. community. (Ref. 169].

The Indian Ccean is playing an increasing recls in
the ecconcries of the developing courntzies of South Asia and
Eastern Africa. In the countries of its basin 1live scnme
1,000 million persons. It is the third larg=sst ocean, with
an area cf almost 75 million square kilometsrs (over 20% of
the werld ocean) . The Indian Ocean takes about a tenth of
the wcrld's shipping. The economic importanc2 of the Indian
Ocean lies essentially in the fact that aleng it run worlid
+rade routes 1linking Europe and America wi“h South Asia,
Eastern Africa, Australia, and the oil-bearing regions of

the Near and Middle East. Across +“he Indian Ocean rurn *he

routes frcm the Black Sea and Baltic ports of *he USSR to

F;; the ports of the Par East and also +*o India, Pakistan,
™ '...

o Bangladesh, Indonesia, Burma, and other countries. The
e

tﬂj Indian Jcean accounts for some 5% of the world catch of sea
'@

- products. (Ref. 170].
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e~ The West practices gunboat diplomacy in 4“he Irdian Ccean A
o~
}ﬁ: in crder tc reap prcfits <from its rich tecriscry. The
(e
-fﬁ . permanent military presence in the Indian Ocean has beccme
¥
Bhe ar integral part of the aggressive strategy of world iamperi-
ﬁgg alism. These acticns are pa“sntly anti-Soviet ir nazure.
N
e In this light, consider the construction of U.S. bases, stc
A
T in the very proximity to the southern borders of +the USSR,
Aoy A
if: or the permanent presence in +the Indian Ocean c¢f warships
e with ruclear missiles capable of hitting Soviet territory,

= and the resultant opportunitiaes for viola+ing the
inalienable right of the Soviet Union to freedom of raviga-
tion in the cpen sea. It should not be forgotten that +he
Indian Ocean is *the scle warm-water route linking the Scviet

gcrts of Europe and the Par East.

A

v

;) The idea of the 1Indian Ocean as a zone of peace was
,j% first brcught out at the Third Non-aligned Nations Summit,
‘j?? h21d in Llusaka in Segtember, 1970. This called for freedom
e,

ffg from great power ccmpe+ition and military bases, either
2;5 ground, c¢r naval and air. At the suggestion of Sri Lanka,

the zone of peace idea was adopt=d by the 26th sessicn of
the U.N. General Assembly on 16 December, 1971. These
debates, though, were erroneous in 2aquating the USSR with
the U0.S. as a cause of the tension in “he 1Indian Ocean.

The USSR has no military bases in the Indian Ocean ard never

e e o
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feé“ strived to acguire then. I+ does not deploy its stratzgic
navy there, and does not resort to intimidation cf lit+oral
states with its raval strength.

Foreign tases in the Indian Ocean are a major threat to
the security of the region. "The Soviet Union has never had
and has no intention now of building military bases in the
Indian Ocean.” ([Ref. 171])i

Since 1972, the 0.S. sent large operational rnaval forces
to the Indian Ocean nearly twenty times for peziods of up to
two months. Presently, several dozens of U.S. warshigs,
including aircraft «carriers, are permanently stationed
there. The governmert of Mauritius is the legitimate cwner
of Diego Garcia. Diego Garcia «can launch B-52 strategic
bombers, aircraft carriers and nuclear subparines, and has
silo launchers for ballistic missiles.

China has been sabotaging the peace of the Indian Ccean
through increasing tensions, and +hrough progpoganda,
claiming the aggressive nature of India. With “he develop-
ment of its pavy, China would seek its brcad applica+icn on
a glcbal scale, and for its political purposes in the
ragion. The South Flecet of China alone consists of 300
combatants, and continues to expand.

Provacative 0.S. actions in reaction to national litera-
tion movements iaclude:

1. Henry Kissinger not ruling ou* the use of military
strangth to ensure the continued delivery of ¢il in

late 1974,
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2. In 1977, Presidential Dirsctive 18 sanctioning the
creation of a mcbile force for brush-fire wars, +the
beginnirg of the Rapid Deployment Force,

3. In 1979, there was talk of forming a U.S. Fifth Flee+

in the Indian Ccean.
The mair gcal of these operations is +to seize major
cilfields of Southwest Asia, anrd to held them until the
arrival c¢f +he regular units. According to Pressidential
Memorandum 51, a "limiced use" of nuclear weapons in *he

Middle East is envisaged. (Ref. 172].

C. LADOZEHSKY

The U.S. broke cff talks with <%he Sovie* Union in 1978
cn limi*ing and reducing wmilictary activity in the 1Indian
Ocean. In the zone cf peace talks, <the USSR stressed that
the [principle c¢f freedom of navigation should not be
violated. The USSR was finally able to vote in favor cf the
zone cf rpeace resolution a*t the 32nd Session of the U.X
General Assembly, due *o a softening of the wording abcu*
the rivalry c¢f the great powers.

The Chinese hegemonists are making a de*ermined 2ffor:
to rearm Fakis+<an, along with the U.S. The PRC's pilitary

e presence in *the Indian Ocean will 4inevitably lead <o th

(1]

further destabilisation of the alr2ady <+tense situation

4
r- there,
b
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Soviet naval urnits ir the 1Indian Ocear have never

resorted tc a demonstration of their power and hava no+*
threatened the security of the littoral states. The Scvie+
military presence there has always been much less *han that
cf the U.S. and its allies.

The Soviet Union also has political interests in +*he
Indian Ocean. It supported freedom fzom <colonial domina-
tion, and now supports the newv states against imperialism,
n3o-cclonialism, etc.

Majcr Soviet interests in the Indian Oceaa include:

1. Preventing the appearance of a strategic threat from
the southern direction, particularly carriers
carrying nuclear weapons,

2. Sea routes linking the USSR with <he littoral states,

3. Sea routes linking.the European USSR with %he Far
East,

4. The USSR conducting work in connection with space
exgloration,

5. Part of the USSR's research of the World's Ocean is

conducted in the Indian Ocean. (Ref. 173].

D. LUGOVSKCI

The 0.S. Pifth Pleet operates out of Diego Garcia. It

also has a number of peripheral bases, including Simcastown

ia South Africa. The U.S. has involved its West Furopean
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:Eﬁ allies as well, leading ¢tc a geographical escalaticn as a
Fart cf its nrew strategy. Over 2,500 nuclear warheads have
teen emplacéd on U.S. ships patrolling the ssas borderinrg on

Asia and Africa. [Ref. 174].

E. SENMICROV

The waters of the 1Indian Ocsan and its <shorss and
islands are relatively closes *o the USSR, considering +he
radius cf <the <offectiveness of modern stratagic attack
weapons. Moreover, the only year-round s=a route connecting
the eastern part of the USSR with the Soviet Far East passes
through the Indian Ocean.

Ztigniew Brzezinski developed the concept of "arches of
instability" in the region ¢f the Indian Ocean, the meaning
cf which can be understood as nothing other than a call for
the use cf armed force against +he peoples of +he ccastal
countriss, who are striving to attain social prograss or

emancipation from neccolcnial dependeaca. [Ref. 175)].

F. YEFRENOYV

Naturally, the peace-loving forces cannot react indiffe-
rently to the Pentagcen's threatening actions. The U.5. is
attempting to turn back the wmarch of history with its
gunboat diplomacy. In 1974, U.S. Secretary of Defence

Schlesinger threa+*ened to seize tha oil fields in the region
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by fcrce if the oil exporting states "hurt the irdus<rial
world." As cf April of <his year <1980>, the totzl numter
of U.S. military vessels in the Indian ccean reached 31,
including the Coral Sea, Nimitz, Kitty Hawk, and Midway
aircraf: carriers, and missile cruisers and warships with
24,000 servicemen on board. One pazt of them patrols the
Bahrain area, another the western portion of <+he Arabian
Sea, and a third the region near Karachi.

The "Carter Doctrine" is an offshoot of the dre2am of
John Foster Tulles tc¢ extend the "nuclear umbrella" every-
wvhere possitble. The government of Kuwait, for exaumple,
declared that there exists no <threat, other than the
American cne, to the region. The American threats are more

than sabre-rattling. ({Ref. 176].

G. DISCUSSION

It is 4difficult sometimes to wade through Scviet
polemics, but Ladozhky's article summed up nicely the Scviet
views of their interests in th2 1Iadian Ocean. There was a
great deal cf <talk about Western and Chines: imperialists,
hegemonists, neo-cclonialists, etc., but the follcwing
outline fairly well =sums up “he real heart of +the issu2 in
the Scviets' minds.

1. Preventing the appearanc2 of a s+trategic threat from
the southern direc<ion, pacticularly carriers
carrying rnuclear weapons,
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2. Sea routes lirking the USSR with the li%toral sta+es,

3. Sea routes 1linking the European USSR with the Far
Bast,

4. The USSR conducting work in connection with space
2xploration,

5. Part of the USSR's research of the World's Ocean is
ccnducted in the Indian Ocean. [Ref. 177].

Takle I and table fpush2 on the following pages clearly
show a vredcminant ccncern with *he presence of U.S. forcss.
In fact,’all six of the authors cite it. Two of the authers
cited the legitimate political concerns of the Soviet Union
in +he Indiar Ocean, which was used to <correlate with the
naval diplomacy mission. None gave credit for U.S. 1l=2giti-
mate political ccncerns in the Indian Ocean, but called all
0.S. m@military operations in the region imperialistic and
militaristic. The dcuble standard even goes so far as to
have led *o the Soviets not signing the Zone of Peace agree-
ment for a number of years due to the language it cnce had
calling <+he 1Indian Ocean as an arena of great povwer
conflicet. I* is interesting here <that all cited the U.S.'
"imperialist" presence, but only two cited their own legiti-
mate interests.

The seccnd mcst stated concerns were thcse of prctection
of Soviet sea lanes and of an SSBN conczrn, with <four
authors citing each. The sea lanes were considered imspcrc-

tant for the suprlying of their Far Bastern provinces, and
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absence c¢f a srtecific source of the nuclear threat, a
menticn cf that threat was considered to include ar SSBNs.
Admiral Gec-shkov specifically mentioned auclear submarines,
though nct SSBNs - by name. Ladozhsky 1links the nuclear
threat with carriers, but not with submarines. Yefremov
pentions carriers and missiles, but doesn't state a nuclear
nature. From this, i+ appears that the Soviets are very
concerned with s%trategic attack from the Indiar Oc=aa,
wh2ther from carriers, submarines, or cruise missiles. The

specific 1launch pla*form 3is 1less of a coacern thaan the

threat itself. It would be <reasonable to assume +hat,

should an SSBN threat become apparent, they would pursue it

.

(.u' with the same vigor they do the surface thraat, which is

Eg;? present.

.fﬁ? The Chinese threa*t was mentiored twice, in vehement
fu language, including =eoferenced to Chinese military rower

present in the Indian Ocean. The space program and the

e fishing fleet were both mentioned onca.
KW One trend t+hat can be generalized from *he writings is

that the Soviets defend “heir legitima+e interests in the

Indian Ocean, as in the right to freedom of navigatica on
'!F; the high seas, and their rights as a sovereign na*icn to
5&; pursue thcse interests. At the sam2 time, +*h2y apply the
double standard to latel any similar U.S5. action as militar-

oem istic, iomplying a lack of legitimate U.S. ianterests in the
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ragicn. Tte third generalization arises out of the mission
areas that are pot cited by the Soviet authors. These are
the areas that could be labelled as aggressive, including
disruption of Western SLOCs, seizure of territory,
warfigh«ing, and £filling a political vacuum left by the
British. To be "filling the vacuus", they would ostansibly
be taking Britain's place as ¢he r2gional imperialists. The
£inal missicn that was not mentioned was that of burs2au-
cratic leverage, which would obviously not be menticned,
even if it weras +true. Ore mission area mertioned by
ladozhsky, but not the Western writers, was tha+t of
suppor+*ing “he USSR's research of <+he world ocean, part of
which is conducted in the 1Indian Oc=2an. This cculd be
related tc +he fishing fleet, but is sufficiently vagus to

warrant its own mention.
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VI. SUMMARY, ANALYSJIS, AND CONCLUSIONS

The Carter administration, <through 1978, had been

pursuing the idea of
This is an idea that
aligned movement, the

and the Soviet Union.

the Irdian Ocean as a zone c¢f peace.
was and is being pushed by the ncn-
United Nations +third world contingen*,

After *he £fall of the Shah in 1979,

hcwever, the U.S. reversed its position with respect to the

Indian Ocean as a zone of peace and began *o build its mili-

tary capatility in the area through th2 augmentation of U.S.

naval forces in the

region, the formation of the Rarpid

Deployment Fcrce concept, and’ a push for increased basing

tights in the region in places like Dieqo Garcia, Bertera,

and Mcmbasa. ([Ref. 178].

This was irdicative of a qreater need £fo- an increased

u.s. presence in *the 1Indian Ocean and the Persian Gulf

regicn. 1he Carter administration adopted the idea, and <th2

Reagan administration

has been striving to bring flans for

the increase to fruition. The Sovie+s, on *he other hani,

have a much lesser

bases in Scviet Georgi

they cnly have tc fly

need for such an increase. From air-

a and Azerbaijan, or from Afghanistan,

600 cr 1200 miles, respectively, to

important Gulf regions. Meanwhile, their airberne division

capability is approximately four times <that of ths U.S.
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[Ref. 179]. Soviet land access to the Persian Gulf is
approximately the same as +hat of its aitbo:ne. forces in
distancse. The 0.S., meanwhile, is approximately 12,000 sea
piles frcm the Gulf around the Cape of Good Hope. In view
of “his, it is obvious that the Soviats don't n2ed *he sea
access as much as the West does. Therefore, they are still
pushing strcngly the zcne of peace idea, as was discussed in
chapter III. In the absence of outside forces, <“hen, the
Soviets dcn't need naval forces in the Irndian Ocean for a
warfighting capability. During war+ime, <“hey need raval
forces in the Indian Ocean for reacting to U.5. wmilitary
moves in the region (ie interdiction), or for operating in
direct support of land-based forces, or for reacting to
cpportuenities.
It is now time tc return to the three questions posed in
chapter cre:
1. To what degree is the Squadrcn's mission ac*ive, or
reactive?
2. To the degree that it is active, wha*t are its
pissions?
3. To +he degree that it 1is reactive, what is it
reacting to, and what patteras, 1if any, can be
discerned?

S¢, is the Squadron's mission active or reactive? The

v

active missions cf the Squadron, discussed in charter cre,

o were disrugtion of Wes+ern SLOCs, protec<ion of Scvie*
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SLOCs, naval diplcwmacy, space program, burezucratic

leverage, fishing fleet, seizure of territory, and
warfighting.

Cisruption of Western SLOCs is definitely one of the
Soviet Navy's missions. It is unlikely, however, +ha% %they
would a+tempt t0o create a blockade or raid the merchant
shippirg in the Indian Ocean, short of general East-Wes:
hostilities. Except wken operating relatively close tc air
bases in Afghanistan, 2and assuming that *hey don't gain
access tc cperational air bases elsewhere ia the region
(there is a possibility in Ethiopia), <the SNIOS is vulner-
able tc Western attack.

In addi+iosn, such operations would require incrdinate
numbers ¢f Gflatforms, necessitating a drawdown of fcrces
elsewhere in the worid. This 1is something “he Scvie%s are
unlikely +c do. Their primary mission is “o defend the
Soviet hcrmeland. If cperating an anti-SLCC campaign in the
Indian Ocean wculd de+ract from their ability o perform the
strategic defense mission in more important areas, such as

the Central Front of Europe, then they are ext:oemely

ij unlikely tc do it, As the Soviet Navy follows 2a trerd of
LN

»'.\';

Gt? procuring smaller numbers cf more capable platforms, this
e

)

fQ: unwillingness to send 1large numbers of shkips to *he Indian
e Ocean will grow stronger, par+icularly in the abs2nce of a
L direct, present threa<. And, they could sxpect th:it such a
' @ campaign in peacetime would quickly lead zo a conciticn of
o

o
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var. Therefcre, a Soviet anti-SLOC campaigr would only %ake
place as a part of a warfighting campaign.

Bven in a hot war situation, the Soviets are unlikely to
invest an inordinate effort in cutting the sea lanes in the
Indian Ocean. By cutting the lanes in the northern A*lantic
or the Mediterranean, Soviet naval forces retain an extra
degree of flexibility that they don't have In thke Jdistant
vaters c¢f the 1Indian Ocean. They can change @wissions
quickly ard fall back in defense of the home waters, if
necessary. Of course, this requiras first winning tte
battle of the North Atlantic and the Mediterranean, but any

ttesgt tc conduct a lceng-term sea lane dinterdiction

campaign in the Indian Ocean would also reguire a vic*ory in
the Mediterranean. Admiral Wegener made the point when he
described maritime pcsitions vs stratagic positions.

If all +his is true, then why do the Soviets appear to
ke #rying =0 hard <tc¢ place their forces astride the sea
routes in the Indian Ocean? There are several answers to
this questicn:

1. That is where they have been granted <facilities
access, first in Berbera, Adan, and Uma Qasr, and
tten in Dahlak and Aden. %ven in Aden, though, they
haven't been able to ge*t the unrestricted access that
they desire,

2. It is the clcsest place in <+he Indian Ocean <*c the

Scviet Union and tke Squadron's sources of sugply,
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3. It is proxipate ¢to the Middle East and Western
forces, affording the opporturity to conduct surveil-
lance with rel#tively‘little effort,

4. It is proximate to tha Suez Canal/Red Sea basin,
which they would have to control in war*ime in crder
to make their Indian Oc2an presence a viable cne, for
whatever missicns they might have in aind,

5. Related ¢o the Suez Canal, it sits astride their cwn
sea lanes to the Soviet Far East.

Ther2 is little debate over whether protection cf Scviet
SLOCs is cne of the Squadron's missions. A great deal of
Soviet shipping *ransits along those lanes, and they consti-
tute the only truly reliable method nf resupplying their Far
Bast forces at the present tiame. The Soviet writers summa-
rized in chapter III made 'innumerable references *o the
importance of these lanes 2o the Soviet East Asian effort.

There is likewise 1little debat2 over the Squadrorn's
naval diplcmcy mission. The only real debate is the
Soviets' general policies and aims ia the <reogion which the
Squadron 4is supposed +o ke supporting. Soviet Middle
Bastern and African policy is beyond the scope of this
discussicn, tut a few basic policy goals may be accepted:

1. Tte discrediting of the U.S.,

2. Sugppert of revclutionary arnd subversive movements,

3. Encocuraging ncn-alignment in pro-Western states,
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4. Encouraging pro-Soviet inclinatiors in non-aligned

states,
S. Providing an alterngtive *c the West,
6. Protecting £risndly states fron subversicn and
ocutside aggression.
Soviet naval opera*ions in +he 1Indian Ocean are heavily
geared tcward naval diplomacy because of the preporderance
of +he Third world on its ¢on its littoral, because cf its

closeness +o the Middle East, and bacause it is relativel

-

safe with rsspect to the possible provocation of a higher-
le;el ccnflict with the West.

There is no doutt of <the space program missicn. The
Squadron has included Space Event Suppcrt Ships (SESS) a
majority cf the time. The Soviet writers also mentioned
this mission as teing important.

The bureaucratic leverage theory is interestiag, bu* no*
too convincing. It is possiblz tha+t Admiral Gorshkov uses
+he Indian Ocean as a perceived thr=2at in order +*o wrest
funding away from the other services, bu% *the threat has %o
ke ccnvincing for +the ploy to work. The gensrals, after
all, ar2 not blind. If “he thraat is convincing encugh for
the Adsiral to get the funding, then i« is <*he perceived
threat and not the Frureaucratic process that is impor:ant

for us *c ccnsider, at least at this lavel of analysis.
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There is no doukt that the Soviet Union considers the

Indian Ocean to be vital to its ability to supply i<ts citi-
2ens with adequate proteir. It is not so obvious, however,
how such c¢f a naval presence, if any, is necessary <%o
protect the £fishing fleet. There have been incidents
involving claims of territcrial waters against the fishing
fleet outside the 1Indian Ccean basin, but ncne cf ttem
tequired a Scviet naval task force to remairn on staticn %o
protect them. The main requirement hare, outside of a major
incident tetvween the Soviet Union and a littoral state over
fishing, is in the realm of naval diplomacy. This diplomacy
helps to gain aggreements for the Soviet Union by which the
fishing fleet can operate aore efficiently. Some examples
of this are the agreement with Mauritius f£or refueling and
crew transfer, and repair agreements with “he PDRY.

The seizure of territory mission is very difficult to
deterwmine. It grobatly canno* be done with the infcrmation
available at ¢this classification. The Soviet Navy has a
missicn of taking and holding +*erri*tory Zia conjunction with
cperations with the Scoviet Army or Air PForces. It is not
likely tc perform such operations outside this contexrt.
Therefore, it would perform this mission iIn the Indian Ocean
only in ccnjunction with Soviet military moves in the Middle
East, in Central or Southern Asia (as it 4id4 duriag the
invasicn c¢f Afghanistan), or in conjunction with allied

operaticns in the FPDRY (as it did during the Dhefari
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rebellicn) c¢r Ethicria (agaiast the Eritr2an Guerrillas).
The gquesticn of whether or not the Soviets might invade
tovard the Fersian Gulf is outside th2 scope of +his papsr,
though if a definite, consistent relationship could ke shown
of “he Sgquadron building up preceding a Soviet military land
action in the region, it would be very siganificant. The
Scviet rLuildup in conjunction with +*he invasicen of
Afghanistar vas not distinct enough to prove such a compar-
ison. Alsc, the sample is still small, despite the fact
that the Squadron has been operating in +he Iadian Ocean for
15 years. FPinally, a planner seeing a buildup couldn't be
sure if i+ wvas in preparation for a 1land operaticn sugport
missicn c¢cr for something else. In any case, a buildup
should aler+t the planner to sope upconing event.

The Squadron's warfighticg mission, by the very defini-
tion of naval forces, 1is umarguable. Even the merchant
sarine will play a rele in a conflict, particularly an
Fast-West war. Their prceblems in fighting a war wsre
discussed under disruptions of Western SLOCs. In %ime of
war, <the Squadreon's operations will likely revolve around
suppcrt ¢f land operations and the iaterdicticn cf Western
reaction forces. This 1is different £from the reactive
missicn ¢£ interdicting Western forces. In <“he reactive
mission, they would be reacting toc events outside their
contrecl, while in the ac*ive mission, ¢they wculd be arntici-

pating Western reactions to their already conceived rlans.
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Their reacticns to Western moves in the past seem t2 indi-

cate an an+ti-CVBG rcle, with cruise missile cruisars and
submarines entering the Indiar Ocean to countsr U.S. carrier
forces that are perceived tc be a present thrsa+.

Of the reactive missions, the anti-SSBN mission is by
far the mcst commonly cited. Except for two nagging facts,
i+ would appear that it is not a major mission. The argu-
men*t abou+t numbers of SSBNs, distancaes to be travelled from
home port t¢ patrol area, and the resul<ing short *ire on
staticn is very convinciag. The advent of the Triden<
missile makes it even more so, because of the fewer number
cf platfcrms and the longer range of the missile, makiag the
SSBN Lastion concept more realistic. The nagging facts are
the VIP station cf Acstralia‘’s Northwest Cape, announced in
1963, and TCiego Garcia. If the U.S. didn't 3intend %o
cperate SSBNs in the Iandian Ocearn, vhy was the VLF station
built? Ther2 is no readily apparent reason, because VIF is
used for submarine ccmmunications, and the station wculd no*
appsar t¢c be optimal for use in cther directionms. For SSBN
operations anywhere else than *the Indian Ocean, <+here would
te mcre efficient and flexible ©places to build the staticn.
The seccend fact is that Diego Garcia is capable of
supperting SSBNs. It apparertly hasn't been dones to date,
but the U.S. could rather rapidly begin operating SSBENs fron
+he island. This wculd negate <+he argumert of long cruise

times to the patrol area. Such operations would, cf course,
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be more vulrerable tc¢ air attack than an SSBN tas+icn clecsex

*0 the ccntinental U.S.

The Soviets definitely reacted to the British with-
drawing frca the Persian Gulf region. Their beginning
operations sc soon after the British announcement, and the
independence of Aden and the Aden Protectorate could nct be
a coincidence. Yet, £fillirg a political vacuum is =znoc+
really a true mission, separate from simply supporting the
poli%tical gcals of tte Soviet OUnion. There must have been
another reascn fcr ccnstituting the pressnce. The Soviets
must have perceived scme benefit, especially in view of the
difficulty they had in maintaining a growing squadror in
tha+t distant corner cf the world. Still, in the absence of
the British withdrawal, it is likely that the Soviets would
have delayed their permanent presence for a while longer,
+hough it was inevi+atle eventually. As McGwire points out,
the Soviet naval extension into the 1Indian Ocean was a
logical development from their naval extension into the
Mediterranean some years earlier. [Ref. 180].

There is no dcubt that the Soviets are disturbed by the
Chinese in +he 1Indian Ocean. What is less easy to see is
vhether they are reacting to a Chinese threat or taking an
active, aggressive role against “he Chinese in the Indian
Ocean. It is probalkle that there is some element ¢cf %r-uth
in both propositions. The Chinese threat emanates from two

directicns. The first is through Pakistan, a strong ally of
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the Chinese. The Soviets have worked +*o 1limit Pakistani
pover t*rough Afgharistar and India, but mainly +through
India, who has also fcught <the Chinese directly. Part of
the Soviet relationship with India is naval diplomacy and
sales c¢f naval hardware, but this is a very small par+ of
the Scviets! relationship with India.

The cther Chinese threat is i%*s submarine force, which
is one of the 1largest in the world. I+ is 1limited ir its
range because it is primarily deisel, but i+t does lie alcng
tke Scviet Par EBastern sea lanes, and is no+ far from the
apprcackes to the Indian Ocean.

Th

Soviets have consistently reacted in an interdiction
rele to U.S. incursiors in*®o the Indian Ocean. A prime
exanple is their operations during the 1971 Indo-Pakistarni
war. Tke U.S. sent a CVBG to suppor+t a poli*ical missicen,
and the Soviets were able toc counter with an anti-carrier
battle group tuilt around a cruise missile cruiser.
Interestingly, they also reacted to the British carrier-
centered force that had been present in +he Irdian Ocear for
some time. They didn't react ¢o the presence of the British
forces themselves, Lkut to the coincidence of th2 forces and
a crisis that <they rperceived as baing of wvi%al intersst to
themselves (Indian-Pakistani-Chinese <trianglse). This may
help tc explain why later, in the 1973 Arab-~Israeli War and

the 1976-81 1Iranian and Afghan crises, they ipitially

reacted strcngly and capably *o Western naval forces, but
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seensd tc 1lcse interest as the crisis eased, despite the
fact that +he Western forces remainsed on station €for mors
extended periods of time. Surveillance operaticns were

continued, but the anti-carrier forces were allowed to rsde-

pleoy elsewhere.

Tte bcttom line, then, is as expected. The Squadron has
toth active and reactive missioms. The relative strengths
between the mission categories appear to be fairly balancsad,
meaning that their cverall mission is not primarily one or
the other. This toc is pretty much as expec:ed. A raval
force must alvays be prepared 4o react to an 2mergency, so
the missicn structure amust make allowances for those ccntin-
g2ncies, necessarily limiting the active missions which the
fcrce can take cn a* any given period of time. This is
likely to fiuctuate with the relative political-military

tansicns ¢f the tinme.

A. ACTIVE MISSIONS

The primary active missions of the Squadron are naval

diplcmacy and warfighting. Naval diplomacy is its primary

Qi peacetime mission, designed to support the political line of
C: the central Soviet heirarchy. 1Incidental <o *his pow=rfully
f} important wission are <he mcre adminstrative missions of
-

{; supporting the fishing fleet in whatever way <*hey raquire,
E: supporting *he space program, giving the naval heirarchy
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bargaining powver in Moscow, and gaining expsc-ience ard an
operaticnal knowledge of local conditions.

In time of war, the Squadron's active missions are *o
interdict Western seatorne reinforcement and <resuprply
efforts reacting tc a Soviet invasion, and to seiz-2
territory and choke points coincident with land cperatiosns.
This is wvhere the SIOC gquestion is rigantly placad. The
Soviets would likely stop the oil flow to the West as much
as pcssikle, but <tltey generally think in terms c¢f a short
war, and thke cutoff cf oil is not so critical in that scan-
ario. #What 4is critical is the CVBG threatening his land
forces. Therefore, the Squadron will only pursue the merc-
hant traffic insofar as it does not interfare with the far
mors critical (at 1least until the second month of the war)

task ¢f anti-carrier warfare.

B. REACTIVE OBJECTS AND PATTEBNS

To the degree that the Squadron is reactivs, what is it
reacting to, and what patterns, if any, can be disceraned?
looking agair a+ Watson's analysis of the standard squadzron
makeug, [Ref. 181]. it 4is difficult to imagine <+hat the
Soviets are reacting to a submarine threat. Yet, it is
something that they are obviously thinking about in at least
a future tense. The Squadron's hydrographic -esearch ships

collect +the information necessary to fight a modern ASW
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hattlé. and +he IL-38 May aircraft at Aden and Ethiopia

greatly improve their ASW stance in ¢ha Arabian Sea
vicinity. Should the threat finally wmaterialize, the
Soviets should bPe akle to adjust to it without “oc much
difficulty, ¢though their present capability in ASW in even
the test c¢f circumstances is suspect.

The Chinese threat, 1like the SSBN threat, is poten+tial
more than actual. Tte Chinese are allies of the Pakis+tanis,
but that alliance poses a minimal present %hreat. Ins<ead,
i+ appears that, <through aggressive diplcocmacy, bcth naval
and ctherwise, the Soviets are carrying out a campaign
against the Chinese +that appears to be more active +than
reactive. Pakistan is presently quite weak in comparison |
vith India, and must move very carefully in its relaticns
with Chipa and the West.

The major reactive mission, then, is the interdicticen of
U.S. fcrces operating in some other mode “han reacting
dirsctly to Soviet moves. It may be useful at this point *o
restate a set of statis:ics from <chapt2r IV to indicate a
reactive nature of +the Squadron to any who migh+t s+ill
tremble a*t the "frightening" Sovie+« buildup in +he Indian
Ccean.

By mid-1982, +he Soviet ship count averaged about 25,
and by year's end had fallen to approximat2ly 20, with

o not mcre *han ¢two major surface combatants in the area
o) for any sustained period. Within tha first twc months
KA of 1983, the Soviets were maintaining only about 15
@, ships in the Indian Oc2an, including a *Kashin'-class
s guided aissile destroyer and an 'Bcho-II' submarine.
:pf Most of the remaining ships (were) of the small auxil-

o iary variety. [Ref. 182].
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Even wi-h Soviet trocps still fighting in Afghanistan, <he
crisis had eased, €c the Squadron declined in numbers and
compcsiticn from over 30 tc about 15 ships, less than the
normal pre-crisis squadron nf 20-22 ships.

Anticipating a U.S. reaction would also require +hem o
protect their own SLOCs. It is clear that the line between
some active and scmpe reactive missions is indistinct,
depending fcr the mcst part on the frame of mind of the
Soviet planner. For instance, interdiction of U.S. forces,
vhether active or reactive, involvas the same physical
action. The difference is that, in active interdiction, the
Soviet planner has sipply taken a U.S. response into accoun*
in his larger invasicn plan, while in reactive interdicticn,
the U.S. fcrce is responding to a third party or even+. The
reasor ths distinction is important is in helping the
planner ¢to determine what th2 preoper action or reactior

might te, depending cn the state of tensionmns. If it is an

35 active Scviet missior, then the likely U.S. action would be

=0 des<rcy or outmaneuver the Squadromn. If it is reac*ive,
Ei +the U.S. might wish to withdraw, in order te <reduce *he
Fg state of tensions. In either case the Soviet actions are
LY
5i the same.
o
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APPENDIX A

The tables and figures on the followirng pages are
included fcr general reference informaziorn. Tables 1II
through VI detail information on Soviet port wvisi+ts <o
Indian Ocean area pcrts from 1962 <to 1980. [Ref. 183]}.
Table VII gives a quick idea of the Squadron's ogperaticns
from the Sgring cf 1968 to zhe Winter of 1973-74.
(Ref. 184]). Pjigure A.1 (Ref. 185]. offers a compariscn of
*he U.S. and Soviet naval efforts in the Indian Ocean from

1965 to 1980.
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TABLE V
TOTALS OF INDIAN OCEAN PORT VISITS BY PORT, 1962-1980
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